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DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION'S RACE-SPECIF1C
SCHOLARSHIP POLICY

WEDNESDAY, MARCH 20, 1991

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
HUMAN RESOURCES AND

INTERGOVERNMENTAL RELATIONS SUBCOMMrrTEE

OF THE COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENT OPERATIONS,
Washington, DC

The subcommittee met, pursuant to notice, at 10 a.m., in room

2203, Rayburn House Office Building, Hon. Ted Weiss (chairman of

the subcommittee) presiding.
Present: Representatives Ted Weiss, Donald M. Payne, Patsy T.

Mink, Craig Thomas, David L. Hobson, and Bernard Sanders.
Also present: James Gottlieb, staff director; Marc Smolonsky,

professional staff member; Mitchell Zeller, associate counsel; Ann

Marie Atkins, staff assistant; and Stephen D. McMillan, minority
professional staff, Committee on Government Operations.

OPENING STATEMENT OF CHAIRMAN WEISS

Mr. WEISS. The Subcommittee on Human Resources and Inter-
governmental Relations is now in session. I'm pleased to note that

our distinguished minority ranking member, Mr. Thomas, is with

us, and after I make my opening remarks, he will then make what-

ever remarks he chooses to make.
Before I make my opening remarks, let me take note of the ap-

pointment of Lamar Alexander as the new Secretary of Education,

and to indicate how pleased I am by that appointment. I had the
pleasure and privilege of serving with Mr. Alexander on the Advi-

sory Commission of Intergovernmental Relations and consider him

to be an outstanding public servant.
And I think that the President really needs to be commended for

making that appointment.
I also want to state that, as I told the Secretary in a conversation

that we hnd yesterday, that, obviously, this hearing has nothing to
do with miything that he may be thinking of doing about this issue.

What we're into is the process as to the decision that was an-
nounced on December 4, 1990. Clearly, he was not in the Depart-

ment of Education, in any capacity, at that time. And so I just
want that to be publicly clear as well as privately clear.

I expect that the Secretary will be reading a transcript of these
hearings, and perhaps, on 'the basis of his following what comes out

in today's hearing, bnause he said that he's going to put every-
thing on hold for 6 monthsI think, at a press conference that he
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held this morningso that the policy before December 4 will be ineffect for 6 months. Perhaps he will conclude, after these hearings,that the old adage really holds, which is that "if it ain't broke,don't fix it."
In any event, on December 4, 1990, the U.S. Department of Edu-cation abruptly declared that minority scholarships were illegal.There was no attempt to assess the harm this switch in law en-forcement would cause, nor to determine how many students wouldbe affected.
The Department chose to establish its new policy in a case in-volving promoters of a college football game in Arizona, the onlyState that had voted not to celebrate Martin Luther King's birth-day as a holiday. The promoters of the Fiesta Bowl had hoped touse race-specific financial aid to correct the tarnished image Arizo-na's vote against the civil rights holiday had left on the State. TheDepartment's timing could not have been more inappropriate.On December 18, after a firestorm of protest, the Departmentseemed to back off its position, but not really. Even after their"modification," colleges and universities still cannot use their ownfunds to pay for race-exclusive scholarships.
Today we will review the process that was used to change Feder-al policy. The actions of the Department of Education are extreme-ly important, because cultural and economic conditions that re-stricted minority students from entering colleges remain. Minoritystudents continue to lag far behind their white counterparts in per-centages of high school graduates entering college.Two years ago, this subcommittee prepared a report that foundmany State affirmative action plans to be poorly funded and en-forced half heartedly. The plans were not working because therewas simply not enough commitment to do more. Despite over-whelming evidence that the plans had failed, the Department ofEducation did away with many of those affirmative action plans,and now it wants to worsen the damage by eliminating yet anothermethod to correct illegal discrimination.

Today, we will learn how this policy change came about, whowas behind it, and how it will affect the way our colleges and uni-versities conduct business. I want to emphasize, again, that we arereviewing past actions of the Department that in no way reflect onthe new Secretary of Education, who has already expressed his ob-jections to the ban on minority scholarships.
The first witnesses are scheduled to be Michael L. Williams,Assist Secretary for Civil Rights at the Department of Education,and his Deputy Assistant Secretary for Policy, Mr. Richard Korner.We will also hear from University of Michigan law professor TedShaw, the College Board, and the National Association of Inde-pendent Colleges and Universities.
But before we go to our witness, let me call an Mr. Thomas forhis opening comments.
Mr. 'Nowa. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. First, let metell you how pleased I am to be able to serve with you on this com-mittee, and I'm looking forward to exploring many areas of mutualconcern during the year. I want to thank you, also, for holding thismeeting, and Mr. Williams, you for being here.
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There are few issues in this country as important as guarantee-
ing quality educational opportunities to all Americans. The hearing
this morning, combined with the announcement of the Department
of Education, will give us a good opportunity to look into this
matter.

Civil rights is a complicated issue, as complicated as any as we
will face during this Congress, placed at the top of many agendas,
albeit for different reason. But an important point needs to be
made. Both President Bush and the Congress are committed to
equal opportunities in employment, education, and housing. Differ-
ences in how we achieve those goals cannot and should not be con-
strued as disagreement over the goals themselves.

The decision by Mr. Williams and the Office for Civil Rights, and
subsequent statements during the 2 weeks following, did create
some confusion, and I am pleased that he's here to discuss that
with us today. I'm also pleased with the Secretary's decision to
become more active in this issue, to ensure that the needs of all
Americans, regardless of color, sex, or national origin, are met and
their rights protected.

His statement, this morning, in detailing the process of the Edu-
cation Department intends to follow in reviewing this issue, ap-
pears to provide a solid foundation. He will provide a much needed
overview of current programs, encourage the participation of out-
side groups and Congress in deciding how to improve our efforts
and provide protection to both institutions and recipients who are
already benefiting from current programs.

The Secretary has a well-deserved reputation for being a leader
in the field of education, both from his days as Governor of Tennes-
see, and, more recently, as president of that State's largest univer-
sity system. He brings with him a fresh perspective to a difficult
job. I'm confident that his forthright manner will produce results
that all of us can agree upon.

Once again, Mr. Chairman, thank you for holding this hearing.
look forward to the testimony of the panel.

Mr. WEISS. The policy of the Government Operations Committee
and its subcommittees is to swear in all of its witnesses, so before
we proceed any further, Mr. Williams, will you stand and raise
your right hand?

[Witness sworn.)
Mr. Wziss. Before I go to questions, Mr. Williams, the letter that

was sent to you on February 28, from the subcommittee, over my
signature, requested that the Deputy Assistant Secretary for Policy
join you this morning. Is that person here?

STATEMENT OF MICHAEL L. WILLIAMS. ASSISTANT SECRETARY
FOR CIVIL RIGHTS, U.S. DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

Mr. WILLums. Mr. Chairman, he is not here.
Mr. Witiss. And that person is--
Mr. Wiu.zAhts. His name is Richard D. Komer.
Mr. Wziss. OK. You understand that an invitation for a witness

who is employed by the Federal Government, to come before an ap-
propriate committee of Congress is not really an invitation which
can be lightly disregarded. I would hope that Mr. Korner would
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appear within a matter of brief occasion, because we have some
questions prepared for him, in this process, and, so he is an essen-
tial part of this morning's hearings. So perhaps one of your staff
people can get on the phone and urge Mr. Komer to come here on
the base of the invitation, rather than by the legal process.

Mr. WILLIAMS. As the Assistant Secretary, Mr. Chairman, I am
here, willing to answer your questions, and I will attempt to
answer those that would be propounded to Mr. Komer.

Mr. WEISS. I don't know if you understood what I said. If Mr.
Komer does not show up on the base of the invitation, we will sub-
poena him to come. Now, we've rarely had to subpoena Federal em-
ployees; it shouldn't be necessary. Congress has the right to have
Federal employees appear before it. So I would urge you, before we
get to the questions for Mr. Komer, to have one of your staff people
call and have him come here.

Mr. Williams, give us your title, would you?
Mr. WILLIAMS. I'm the Assistant Secretary for Civil Rights, U.S.

Department of Education.
Mr. WEISS. And when did you assume that position?
Mr. WILLIAMS. July 6, 1990.
Mr. WEISS. Does the Office fbr Civil Rights operate under the

principle that this country has had a history of discrimination
against minority students?

Mr. WILLIAMS. The Office for Civil Rights recognizes that there
has been many forms of discrimination against minority students
and other students, as well, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. WEISS. Over the years, the Department of Justice has sued
State systems of higher education to force them to desegregate.
Your own Office for Civil Rights has ordered higher education sys-
tems to desegregate. Federal courts have ordered school systems to
desegregate. Were these actions ordered, under title VI of the Civil
Rights Act, to eliminate the vestiges of the legal segregation?

Mr. WILLIAMS. In those instances, yes, Mr. Chairman, they were.
Mr. WEISS. Do you agree that many States' systems of higher

education, at one time, had legally segregated schools that discrimi-
nated against black students, in particular; that the Supreme Court
and the Congress said that those systems were illegal, and that any
vestiges of those systems that still prevent minority students from
having equal access to education must be eliminated?

Mr. WILLIAMS. I am aware of that.
Mr. WEISS. Does the Department's title VI regulation require

that in the case of institutions and States that "previously discrimi-
nated against persons on the ground of race, color, or national
origin, the recipient must take affirmative action to overcome the
effects of prior discrimination."

Mr. WILLIAMS. In the regulation 100B362 does, in fact, say that a
recipient of Federal funds that has discriminated in the past, must
indeed take affirmative action to redress that discrimination.

Mr. WEISS. Does the title VI regulation require that, "Even in
the absence of such prior discrimination, a recipient, in administer-
ing a program. may take affirmative action to overcome the effects
of conditions which result in limiting participation by persons of a
particular race, color, or national origin?"
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Mr. WILLIAMS. The possibility, the permissibility of taking af-
firmative action for that recipient that is not a past discriminator,
is, indeed, in the Federal regulations.

Mr. WEISS. Isn't it also true that in cases where no discrimina-
tion has been found, that not only is affirmative action allowable,
but that title VI specifically permits race to be used as a criteria in
providing such assistance as financial aid?

Mr. WILLIAMS. I think that when there is no discrimination in
the past, that race can be a factor, and be deemed to be a factor
that is an appropriate factor, and be looked upon by a Federal re-
cipient of Federal funds.

Mr. WEISS. Yes, that's part of the regulations, also, isn't it?
Mr. WILuAsis. Yes, it is.
Mr. WEiss. Last year, the promoters of the Fiesta Bowl football

game created a Martin Luther King scholarship fund for minority
students. On December 4, 1990, you informed the promoters of the
game that awarding race-specific financial aid was now considered
illegal by the Department of Education. You said that minority
scholarships were a violation of title VI; is that correct?

Mr. WILLIAMS. No Mr. Chairman that is not correct. Let me, if I
could, say what I did say on December 4. On December 4, I issued a
letter to the president of the Fiesta Bowl and that letter addressed
probably the two big questions in this issue. The why: Why do we
need financial assistance? Obviously, because we need to provide
opportunities for minority students to attend college. But it also ad-
dressed the how. And in going through the how--

Mr. WEISS. Mr. Williams, did you not say, in your letter to Mr.
Junker, "OCR interprets these provisions as generally prohibiting
race-exclusive scholarships, referring to Title VI?"

Mr. WILLIAMS. Yes, sir.
Mr. WEiss. You did say that.
Mr. WILLIAMS. And then it goes on further to outline the variety

of ways--
Mr. WEISS. Right. OK. That's all I want at this point. Had the

Department of Education ever before issued a formal finding that
minority scholarships were illegal?

Mr. WILLIAMS. The Department had, indeed, issued findings
before that race-specific activity had been illegal.

Mr. WEISS. That minority scholarships were illegal? That's the
question. Had the Department ever issued a formal finding?

Mr. WILLIAMS. We provided technical assistance to Dartmouth
College, in 1988, that provided them information that said that a
scholarship designed exclusively for minorities would, indeed, be in
violation of title VI.

Mr. WEISS. Now, again, I'm asking you if a formal finding had
ever been issued by the Department, that minority scholarships
were illegal? The answer to that is no; isn't it?

Mr. WILLIAMS. The answer is no, but the principle, the legal prin-
ciple, the part in which we have addressed that, we have used in
other matters.

Mr. WEISS. So that the Fiesta Bowlwell, tell me about those
other cases. Which other cases?

Mr. WILLIAMS. Well, if we go back and look at, let's say, in 1986,
we looked at a scholarship with regards to Southwest Missouri
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State University, and looking at that scholarship, did, indeed, say
that the principle that a university could only use race-specific ac-
tivity when addressing or redressing past discrimination, was a
principle that we applied in that instance, and it was the same
principle that is outlined and reiterated in the letter on December
4.

Mr. WEISS. I don't know what that says. But anyhow, the Fiesta
Bowl decision represented a significant change in your interpreta-
tion of title VI; isn't that correct?

Mr. WILLIAMS. I would disagree with that, sir.
Mr. WEISS. Do you think that the Fiesta Bowl statement and de-

cision, in December 4's statement, doesn't represent a significant
change in interpretation?

Mr. WILLIAMS. If I could: In the Fiesta Bowl letter, we outlined, I
outlined a number of legal principles, legal interpretations, that
the Department and the Office for Civil Rights had, indeed, used in
the past, the first being that colleges and universities, institutions,
could, indeed, use race to remedy for past discrimination; that's
one principle that was in the letter; that is a principle that, again,
had been used in the past.

We did also say, as we had said before, that private entities were
not covered by title VI; that is a principle that the Office had dealt
with in the past; that is a principle that is in the letter. We had
also said, as you outlined, in terms of the regs, that an institution
where there was a need to redress limited participation, could use
race as a positive factor, the way the Court and Bakke discussed in
1978. That is a principle that had been used by the Department in
the past; that is a principle that is in the letter.

Finally, we did in fact, in the past, in OCR. say that there may
be other ways, a host of race-neutral criteria that institutions can
indeed use in order to advance the educational opportunities of mi-
nority students; that is a principle that has been used in the past
in the Office for Civil Rights; that is a principle that is incorporat-
ed in the letter of December 4.

Mr. WEiss. Did you consult with the Department or general
counsel, in any way, before making your decision to prohibit race-
specific scholarships?

Mr. WILLIAMS. Yes, sir. The letter went through a number of ren-
ditions, and around the 27th, 28th, or so, the letter, as well as the
press releasethe draft of the letter and the draft of the press re-
lease were sent from my office to the Office of the Secretary and
the Office of the Deputy Secretary, and the general counsel's office
had an opportunity to review both.

Mr. WEISS. And when was that?
Mr. WILLIAMS. Around the 27th or 28th of November.
Mr. WEISS. Of November?
Mr. WILLIAMS. Yes, sir.
Mr. WEISS. Did general counsel give you a written opinion on

this?
Mr. WILLIAMS. No, sir.
Mr. WEISS. What did you get back from general counsel?
Mr. WILLIAMS. I received back comments on the way one or two

of the first drafts had been written, there were handwritten corn-

0
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ments, and received back a telephone call from the general coun-
sel, with his comments about phraseology in the letter.

Mr. WEISS. Do you have copies of those comments?
Mr. WILLIAMS. What we had at the time of your document re-

quest has been turned over to you. I do not have any other docu-
ments other than those.

Mr. Wgiss. Did you receive any comment from the Office of the
Deputy Secretary?

Mr. WILLIAMS. Yes. Somewhere prior to December 4, between the
27th and the 4th, I received a call from the Chief of Staff of the
Secretary's Office, saying that the letter and the press release were
fine, and to go ahead. I received a call from the Deputy Secretary's
Office, around the 4th, to go ahead, as well,

Mr. WEISS. Nothing in writing?
Mr. WILLIAMS. I did not receive anything in writing.
Mr. WEISS. Did you consult with anyone at the White House or

the Office of Management and Budget about the minority scholar-
ship decision? Did you discuss the decision with anyone at the De-
partment of Justice?

Mr. WILLIAMS. I did not. I think there may have been members
of the staff that shared one of the first renditions of the letter with
DOJ, because the University of Alabama is involved in litigation
with the Department of Justice, and we wanted them to be ap-
praised of it. But I did not, personally, share it with my counter-
part at the Department of Justice, nor did I receive back anything
in written form with their comments, if they had any.

Mr. WEISS. Let me see if I can get it clear for the record. Was a
copy of the letter and the policy embodied therein forwarded to the
Department of Justice for their comments?

Mr. WILLIAMS. It is my recollection that a copy of one or the ear-
lier renditions of the letter was, indeed, sent to some staff person
at the Department of Justice; that person, I do not know.

Mr. WEISS. Who, on your staff, sent it, do you know?
Mr. WILLIAMS, That, I would not know.
Mr. WEIN. And what the comments of the Department of Justice

were, you also do not know,
Mr. WILLIAMS. That is correct.
Mr. WEISS. You provided the subcommittee with a draft memo-

randum entitled "Recipient Provisions of Race-specific Aid." In this
memorandum, you outlined why you believe race-specific scholar-
ships are illegal. In the draft, you state, "This memorandum super-
sedes all prior OCR policy documents on this subject;" is that cor-
rect?

Mr. WILLIAMS. That's correct.
Mr. WEIN. So that, in fact, when I asked you earlier whether, in

fact. the Fiesta Bowl policy decision was a significant change in
policy, when you said, "no," that's inaccurate, isn't it?

Mr. WILLIAMS. That draft that you're looking at, sir, has never
gone out. We have not issued a draft policy to the staff of the
Office for Civil Rights, as it relates to minority scholarships. That
is a document that was in the process of being developed.

Mr. WEISS. But this is the policy that supports the Fiesta Bowl
decision; isn't it?



Mr. WILLIAMS. That is a policy that was being developed at the
same time as the Fiesta Bowl letter was developed, and it has in it
the same legal interpretation that is in the letter.

Mr. WEISS. That's a draft memorandum to your staff; is that cor-
rect?

Mr. WILLIAMS. That would be, yes.
Mr. Wnss. They're aware that that, in fact, was your policy.
Mr. WILLIAMS. They would be aware that that is a policy ihat

has been anwmciated by the Office for Civil Rights, yes.
Mr. WEISS. According to the May 1, 1978, Federal Register, "The

Office for Civil Rights will hereafter publish all major policy deter-
minations in the Federal Register, and systematically provide
copies to organizations representing beneficiaries and recipients of
Federal financial assistance." Was that policy rescinded, and was
notice of its recision published in the Federsl Register?

Mr. WILLIAMS. There was no attempt to announce national policy
of generai applicability, so the answer to that is no. The Fiesta
Bowl letter was not an attempt to announce national policy, or to
change policy, as it relates to this issue.

Mr. WEISS. Mr. Williams, how can you say that in the face of
that draft memorandum.

Mr. WILLIAMS. The draft memorandum was never issued.
Mr. WEISS. Never mind that it wasn't issued, but how can you

say that, in fact, there was no intent?
Mr. WILLIAMS. If we look at the letter, if we could, the first para-

graph of the letter says to Mr. Junket-, "I commend your efforts at
advancing minority opportunities in education," and it goes on and
lists the kinds of legal interpretation. But the last part of the letter
says and talks about the provision of a senior attorney to the
Fiesta Bowl, to provide technical assistance to them, to assist them,
in developing scholarships with the University of Louisville and
the University of Alabama that would advance the educational op-
portunities of minority students.

This was an effort to provide the Fiesta Bowl with technical as-
sistance, so that they could then go about the business of providing
educational scholarships to advance the educational opportunity
for minority students; that's what this is. This was not an at-tempt

Mr. WEISS. This is an effort to help the Fiesta Bowl people?
Mr. WILLIAMS. That's what the letter says, and that's what it

says, clearly, on its face.
Mr. WEISS. Following the Bakke decision, the Department pub-

lished, in the Federal Register, policy interpretations of the title VI
regulation. Did you, at least, publish your December 4 policy inter-
pretation in the Federal Register, as the Department did after
Bakke?

Mr. WILLIAMS. No, because it was not an attempt to announce
policy of general applicability.

Mr. WEISS. Well, I have to draw the conclusion that you believe
that major changes in enforcement policy should no longer be pub-
licly reviewed.

Mr. WILLIAMS. That would not be the case, Congressman.

12
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Mr. WEISS. Why do you think that the whole Nation, as least the
academic sector and the civil rights sector, get so upset at the deci-
sion, in your view?

Mr. WILLIAMS. There are probably a lot of variables that go into
it, Quite frankly, I'm probably not the best person to do that; some
of the -people who got upset may be in a better position. But, if I
could, let me see if I can muse a bit. I think to some extent, on the
"why" side, there is, indeed a great need for us, as a Nation, to pro-
vide opportunities for a wide variety of students, particularly disad-
vantaged students, and even more particularly, for minority stu-
dents, to go on and obtain an education.

A letter that came out, which is fairly innocuous, 1 think, to
most people, was followed sometime later with discussions in the
public that it was a ban on minority scholarships, and that minori-
ties could not go to school. But, clearly, in the letter, there are
enunciated ways in which scholarships could be provided to minori-
ties.

I think people got scared. I think people became afraid that mi-
nority students would not be able to go to school. I think that hap-
pens when someone puts a microphone and a camera in front of
the face of a young, black student and says, "What do you think
about the Department of Education trying to take away your schol-
arship?" when, indeed, that's not what the letter said. And 1 think
there was fear.

I also think that there were a number of things that went on. I

think that, as you mentioned, there are a number of States, that,
in their higher education systems, had been declared to have been
discriminating, and those States can, and, indeed, do and have
race-specific, minority-specific scholarships.

And other schools, not for the same legal basis, but seeing,
maybe, the school across the street, what the University of Texas
was doing, and, because they had been a discriminator, 'by State
maybe a private school, in the same State, saw what the University
of Texas was doing and started doing_ it as well, not looking at the
legal basis for why the University of Texas was doing it.

And so I think, what happened, there was a confluence of a lot of
things, but I do not think it is necessarily because what I did was
to announce a change in policy. That is not what we did, and that
was not what we intended to do.

Mr. WEISS. I must say, it sort of confuses me, as to what the Sec-
retary is going to be reviewing. I understood that he was reviewing
the whole policy change to see what should be done with it.

Mr. WILLIAMS. If I could, I think what the Secretary wants to
dowe were, or more specifically, I was, roundly criticized for
having appeared to have made a decision without consulting the
higher education community and the civil rights community, with-
out having done impact analysis to determine what the impact
would be, without having done what Dr. Rosser, I understand, has
done, finding out how many scholarships there are and what the
numbers are.

And there is an opportunity here, which I think the Secretary is
seizing upon, to do that. We have not attempted to announce policy
of general applicability, but to so, at some future date, after having
gone through an orderly process.
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Mr. WEISS. As a matter of fact, I understand that the Secretary
has said that for 6 months, everything will be on hold, and the
policy decision, or change, announced on December 4 will be abey-
ance until he gets through with his review; isn't that correct?

Mr. WILLIAMS. That is correct.
Mr. Wass. So that, in fact, he is putting that policy change,

which you announced on Deimmber 4, on hold. To say that means
that you have to assume that there was a policy change which has
to be held in abeyance.

Mr. WILLIAMS. I do not think that's what the Secretary is saying.
Mr. WKISIL Well, OK. Tell me, if you know: What are the civil

rights requirements, in regard to the Administrative Procedure
Act?

Mr. WILLIAMS. I am not aware of them.
Mr. Witiss. Well, let me tell you, "Regulations issued under this

section shall be in conformity with the standards and limitations of
the Administrative Procedure Act." And the question that I have
then is: Does the title VI regulation meet the Administrative Pro-
cedure Act's definition of a rule?

The answer to that is yes. Under section 2C, a rule is defined as
"the whole or part of an agency statement of general or partkular
applicability and future effect designed to implement, interpret, or
prescribe law or policy, or describing the organization, procedure,
or practice requirements of an agency." Now, did your December 4
policy statement on minority scholarships change the way the De-
partment interpreted and enforced this title VI rule?

Mr. WILLIAMS. It did not, and it was not intended to be a policy
statement.

Mr. Wain. Section 553 of the Administrative Procedure Act re-
quires major policy changesand I have to assume from the Secre-
tary's news release and press conference that, in fact, he considers
it to be a major policy change that he's reviewing. The Administra-
tive Act requires major policy changes to be subjected to notice and
comment rulemaking, prior to their becoming final agency policy.
Did you promulgate your new rule, prohibiting minoritksoccheillar-
ships, according to section 553 of the Administrative ure
Act, as required by the law?

Mr. WILLIAMS. No, it was not an attempt to announce national
policy.

Mr. Mass. Were you aware at the time that you adopted the
policywhatever it was that you consider it to bethat it would
alter the way just about every college, university, and State system
of higher education conducts business?

Mr. Mumma. No.
Mr. Mass. At this point, I'm going to yield. I have further ques-

tions, but let me yield to Mr. Thomas, and let me recognize the
presence of one of our distinguished members on the majority side,
Mr. Donald Payne of New Jersey.

Mr. Thomas.
Mr. THOMAS. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I'm a little bit confused,

perhaps you can help me. What is the difference between the cur-
rent policy of the Department, with regard to this issue, and the
policy 3 months ago?

14
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Mr. WILLIAMS. At the present time, we are e...muraging colleges
and universities to do that which they were doing 3 months, 4
months, whatever time ago, and to participate with the Depart-
ment in the review that's being conducted now, and to await any
decision that the Department may make 6 months, or so, from now.
And so, at this point, it is full steam ahead, go ahead and do those
things that you had been doing.

Mr. THomAs. I guess that's what I assumed. I'm not quite sure
what we're after, because the policy, in fact, hasn't changed; isn't
that--

Mr. WILLIAMS. To talk about what the policy may be in the
future would be, to some extent, prejudged--

Mr. THOMAS. I'm talking about today; I'm not talking about the
result of what the Secretary has now suggested be done.

Mr. Wiwams. No change at all.
Mr. THossits. No change. I read the Secretary's statement here,

and I don't think he commented on the change. Indeed, he com-
mented on 10 years of different kinds of regulations, to evaluate
them and to come forth, then, with the position of the Department;
is that correct?

Mr. WILLIAMS. I think it is probably fairer, in terms, to discuss
what I think the Secretary's intending, but, obviously, he would be
in a much, much better position to address what he's thinking than
I would be. But he's saying that they'rewhat we want to do is to
get to the place where there is a policy. I do not see that as having
been a critique, one way or another, on December 4 or even Decem-
ber 18. It is a process to get to what would be a policy that would
be a policy that would be consistent with title VI of the Constitu-
tion.

Mr. THOMAS. In the past, the Office for Civil Rights and the De-
partment has upheld cases that permitted race-based programs
that benefited blacks and other minorities. Could you explain how
the programs differed from the situation involved with the Fiesta
Bowl?

Mr. WILLIAMS. Well, the principles may have been the same, I
mean, we did, in fact, on one or more occasions, look at scholarship
programs and approve those when those programs were for the
benefit of minority students. One that would come to mind immedi-
ately would be in 1989, where the Department approved a scholar-
ship that you would be well aware of, a scholarship created and es-
tablished by this Congress, the official Roberts Harris Scholarship.
And the underlying theme, while it is a theme that was not recog-
nized in that finding, the underlying theme is that Congress has
certain powers to engage in affirmative action that maybe States
or colleges, universities, don't have.

And, so there have been a wide variety of basis, and that's what
the framework of the review is: to identify what are the appropri-
ate bases, to determine when it is proper to have race conscious ac-
tivity.

Mr. THOMAS. In your letterand I'm not sure if you had a
chance to fully explain itas I recall, you set forth some proce-
dures in which they could accomplish the goal that they had initi-
ated. Would you explain how you provided to do that?
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Mr. WILLIAMS. There are two principles, and one that I just men-
tioned. I mean, Congress, obviously, when it creates a scholarship
has certain powers to do that. A second one is that private entities,
if they are not recipients of Federal education aid, then, obviously,
they can go ahead and create race-specific scholarships. IBM could
do it, Pepsi-Cola could do it, without a violation title VI.

But when we look at the colleges and universities themselves,
one of the ways is that the law recognizes that discriminators
ought to redress and remedy past discrimination. And that is one
of the things that is mentioned in the letter. We know, as I men-
tioned earlier, my State of Texas is one of those States that is a
past discriminator. While some of us may not like that idea, that
happens to be the fact.

And so the State of Texas, having been a past discriminator, is in
a position to remedy and use race-specific conduct to do that. The
interpretation of the thinking that went into the letter is that, ap-
plying the principles of the Bakke case, that say that you can use
race as a factor among other factors to redress when we've identi-
fied that maybe a racethere's under-representation and things of
that nature.

But it says that each individual still must be able to compete for
each financial aid opportunity for each scholarship, but race can,
indeed, be a factor. And then the last element that was in the
letter is that, obviously, we can use race-neutral criteria. We can
have scholarships for the low income, or scholarships for students
from single parent homes, or scholarships for students from school
districts that have not performed well: Race-neutral criteria.

And even if, in using that criteria, an overwhelming number of
those individuals end up being minorities, then that, in the inter-
pretation of December 4, would be consistent with title VI.

Mr. THOMAS. In your judgment, would that be the case: If those
kinds of criteria were used, the overwhelming number of recipients
would be minorities?

Mr. WILLIAMS. I'm not sure, I would imagine a demographer
would tell us that probably, if we looked at the economically disad-
vantaged, if we looked at people from poor school districts or poor
schools, if we looked at people who came from families that were
having some kind of suffering or some kind or disarray, that a good
portion of those would, indeed, be minorities. And some minority
students would, indeed, benefit from scholarship programs designed
in that fashion. But the law doesn't say that scholarship programs
have to be race neutral.

And that's one of the reasons, Congressman, why it is somewhat
disconcerting to hear the notion that what I said on December 4
was that minority students couldn't go to college, because there are
any number of ways that even the December 4 letter identifies,
that could be used to provide opportunities for minority to go to
school.

Mr. THOMAS. Your responsibility, within the Department, is
what, specifically? Civil rights enforcement?

Mr. Wiumbis. In civil rights enforcementthere are four major
Federal civil rights laws in the area of education protecting indi-
viduals from discrimination based on race, national origin, color,
sex, handicap, and age. That's what we do.

1 f;
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Mr. THOMAS. SO, as opposed to policy and determining the num-
bers and all that, your specific concern is adherence to the civil
rights law.

Mr. WILLIAMS. We're a law enforcement office.
Mr. THOMAS. I have no further questions.
Mr. WEiss. Thank you very much, Mr. Thomas. Just one point on

the questions that you raised: Mr. Williams, when the December 4

letter, announcement from your office, created an uproar, on De-

cember 18 there was a modification. And in that modification, the
news release that was issued from your office says, "Under Title
VI, however, private universities receiving Federal funds may not

fund race-exclusive scholarships with their own funds." Now, that's
a new interpretation of title VI, isn't is?

Mr. WILLIAMS. No, sir.
Mr. WEISS. OK. Mr. Payne, I think we'll call on you, at this

point.
Mr. PAYNE. Thank you very much. Your position with the De-

ment is, as you said, a civil rights enforcer. I'm just curious
ow the December 4 press release came about. You started reading

title VI and felt there had to be some enforcement of civil rights?
Is that your main job? Who's civil rights were you enforcing?

I'm glad that my colleague asked the question about your posi-
tion. But when you clarified it, that you are the enforcer of civil

rights, that even confused me somewhat more. So, maybe if you
can lay that out, slowly, understand.

Mr. WILLIAMS. Title VI starts off and it says, "No person shall be
discriminated against," and in looking at what we learned was pos-
sible, from the Fiesta Bowl, that the Fiesta Bowl may, indeed, be
creating or allowing or assisting University of Louisville and Uni-

versity of Alabama to establish race-specific scholarships. The con-
cern was raised as follows: We have already discussed that States
that have discriminated in the past can, indeed, use race-specific
conduct; they can have race-specific scholarships,

Kentucky, Louisville, was one of those States, and they had, at
the time of December 4, race-specific scholarships. But the law also
says that the reason we allow people, institutions, to engage in
race-specific affirmative action is because they've discriminated in
the past. But once they are no longer deemed to be a discriminator,
then they can no longer engage in that kind of conduct.

At the same time in late November, when we were looking at, or
I was looking at the Fiesta Bowl, we were also making the determi-
nation, or at least reviewing and looking at making the determina-
tion as to whether the State of Kentucky should now be deemed to
have complied with their higher education desegregation plan with
the Office for Civil Rights.

So, the consideration became: If the decision is made that Ken-
tucky has complied with the law and is no longer deemed to be a
discriminator, they would no longer be in the position of being able
to offer race-specific scholarships. So the question for me was: Do
you get in front of the curve and say, "There may be other ways to
do this," or do you allow Louisville to go ahead and create the race-
specific scholarship, as the news accounts suggested that might,
and then have the charge that, "Well, why didn't you tell us,
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before we did this, that we may not be in a position to do it?" So I
took the position to get front of it.

If I could mention one other thing, and so you ask, "Well, who's
civil rights would be violated?" If they are no longer a discrimina-tor, then there are any host number of students on that campusthat then, indeed, would be subject to the protections of title VI.They could be Hismnic students; they could be Asian American
students; they could be Arab American students; they could be
white students. All of those students, if the State of Kentucky hadbeen deemed to no longer be a discriminator, all of those studentswould now be in a position to say that they deserve thoseone
other thing is that during the confirmation, my confirmation, I re-ceived a number of comments from your colleagues in the otherbody, that suggested that OCR needed to be more proactive. And sothis was an attempt, as I've said before, to provitie some kind oftechnical assistance. And the press release was an attempt to give
notice to folks that that's what we were doing.

The last thinking that went into it was that we have not had anumber of batters in this area in the past. But we do indeed have,
at the time of December 4, six complaints in the office alleging that
individuals in financial aid programs had been discriminated
against, those individuals being nonblack individuals. And so, thereare sort of a myriad number of factors that went into it.

Mr. Wass. Would the gentleman yield just for one question?
Mr. PAYNE. Yes.
Mr. Wgiss. Mr. Williams, you'd already agreed, in questions thatI asked you earlier, that the title VI regulations say, for example,

"Even in the absence of such prior discrimination, a recipient in anadministering a program, may take affirmative action to overcomethe effects of conditions which resulted in limiting participation by
persons of particular race, color, or national origin. " So how canyou take the position that because Kentucky had corrected itsproblems that it cannot utilize this provision of title VI?

Mr. WiLumws. Because when we go, Congressman, to the Bakkecase. The Bakke case tells us a couple of things
Mr. Wass. The Bakke case has to do with admission.
Mr. WILLIAMS. And the principles apply, as well, to financial aid.Mr. Muss. Not according to the language of the Bakke case, ifyou read it. I'm sorry, Mr. Payne.
Mr. PAYNE. That's all right. As you said before, I probably should

pose some of these questions, quoting you, to "people who got upset
or got alarmed." They would be better suited to answer these ques-tions, concerning the impact on minority students. So, it's veryclear that, in your opinion, no damage was done or that the wrongsignals, which, in my opinion, were sent, went out from your office.

r. WILLIAMS. I would agree with a part of it. There is no doubtin my mind that bad messages got to students and parents. I think
we may have some disagreement as to who caused the bad signals.But without any doubtand I think that's the reason and that isa justifiable reason for Secretary Alexander saying that now hewants to conduct a review so that we can get to a policy of general
applicability in some due course. But there's no difference betweenus that there were, indeed, some bad messages that were sent tostudents and their parents.

I i3
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Mr. PAYNE. Remembering what the Senators said, that they
really want to see a proactive OCR, the first thing you thought
about was this? This was the way to get the civil rights division
active?

Mr. Wn.LtAms. No. As a matter of fact, what we did was, for the
first time in the history of the Office for Civil Rights, develop what
we call the national enforcement strategy, which outlines seven
high priority issues that we wish to address this year. Those issues
being: Limited English proficient students: Those thousands of stu-
dents that come into this country each year, or are already here
each year, that cannot speak English, and the need for schools to
provide them with educational services.

The second issue being the question of ability grouping and
tracking: The allegation that elementary schools and high schools
are either inappropriately assigning minority students to either
low track classes or to classes that do not challenge them appropri-
ately.

A third issue being the questions of racial harassment and vio-
lence on our college campuses. Fourth being the question of the in-
creasing number that we will probably see, in our schools, of stu-
dents who are born with the addiction of their parents. Another
issue being the question of providing educational services for preg-
nant teens.

One that was indeed suggested, strongly, by Members of the
Senate, was trying to get a handle on providing and protecting the
civil rights of homeless students, homeless students with handi-
caps.

And so that was what was the initial effort of the Office for Civil
Rights, but again, we have a confluence of events. I think many of
the people to my lefton December 11, I announced the national
enforcement strategy to my staff. On December 12, we intended to
announce it to the world at a press conference that many of the
people to my left were at.

It just so happened that December 12 was also the day that an
article appeared on the front page of the New York Times regard-
ing this issue. And so most of, if not the great, great, great majori-
ty of the questions were directed not about the national enforce-
ment strategy, but about the question of minority scholarships. It
also happened to have been the day of the resignation of former
Secretary Cavazos.

Mr. PAYNE. OK. I'll just ask one quick question to get back to the
point. You're looking at the future and, after all of these minority
students and every university has complied and are ahead, you're
concerned about the future when other students might say, "Well
that applies to me." The terminology you used is "deemed to have
complied with the law." Now, you used the case of Kentucky, and
you said Kentucky had complied with the law.

Mr. WILLIAMS. Not had, we were making the determination of
whether they had.

Mr. PAYNE. OK.
Mr. WILLIAMS. At the same time.
Mr. PAYNE. What was your determination, since you made the

statement?
Mr. Wn.LIANts. We have not completed that, as a result of--

19



16

Mr. PAYNE. But that was one of your worries in the case. This
mir,ht be out of step, but why didn't you wait until you had at least
finished studying Kentucky before you announced this new Luba-
tive?

Mr. WILLIAMS. Again, the reason being is because University of
Louisville is a State school in the State of Kentucky.

Mr. PAYNE. Right.
Mr. WILLIAMS. And the concern was if Louisville goes ahead and

establishes a new set, or new group, of minority-limited scholar-
ships and then, in a short time after that, we determine that the
State of Kentucky has now complied with the law, then I think I
am open the question, "Why did you let us go ahead and do that, if
you were going to stop us from doing it anyway? Why didn't you
just tell us in the beginning?"

Mr. PAYNE. A lot of money could have been used for that other
purpose. In other words, it seemed like you were more anxious to
get this policy out. But the other part of my question is how a
person complies with what you think is complianceis there no
consideration for 300 years, or 200 years, or 100 years, or 50 years
of past discrimination? When do you catch up?

If you're in a race, and it's a 100-yard dash, and you start at the
starting line, and somebody's at the 50-yard line, you're never
going to win. So are you concerned that the University of Louis-
ville has an overpreponderance of minorities getting scholarships?

I mean, if you went there, would you see four or five minorities
to every two or three of all the other people that are on scholar-
ships? In other words, you seem to be taking a needle in a haystack
and coming up with a major determination on your fear that the
day is going to come when we have overcompensated.

In 1976, 6.4 percent of minority students graduated with a bache-
lor's, in 1989, it fell to 5.7, and I'm not even getting into doctorate
or master's degrees, but you are coming up ahead of the wave. I
just don't know what you've been reading, or how you could come
up with such a drastic decision just almost shooting from the hip.

Your decision has got colleges in New Jersey, private institu-
tions, who have stopped. They say they don't know what to do, and
therefore, they're not going to violate a law. More damage has been
done by your statement. Then 2 weeks later, you've made it strong-
er. You've made it positively no funds. I don't even understand
that. After all the uproar, you came back in to make sure, that the
final nail was in the coffin.

How can you explain the December 18 statement that it says,
"Where such scholarships are funded entirely by private persons,
or entities, that have restricted the funds to this purpose, an insti-
tution may administer such scholarships." You went on, really, to
say that superseding title VI implementing regulations, absolutely
prohibits private colleges and universities from administering mi-
nority targeted scholarships from their own funds, no exceptions
provided. That even goes a few steps further, after the uproar. Did
the uproar steam you up, fuel you up, to make sure it's really
clear?

Mr. WILLIAMS. Let me see if I can go back with the first state-
ment about the recognition of many years of discrimination. Not
only do I recognize that there is a responsibility for past discrimi-

.
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nation remedied, the law does as well. And that is in the Fiesta
Bowl letter. It says that, "A recipient may adopt to participate in
race-exclusive financial aid programs when mandated to do so by a
court, or administrative order, court action plan, or settlement
agreement." When it is a proven discriminator, they can, indeed,
enge in race-specific conduct.

e second part, with regards to institutions in your State or in
States around the country that are asking the question, "What do

we do now?" I think, the Secretary said today, fairly clearly, that
what you do now is to go about the business of trying your best to
get students into your school, and go about the business until the
Department says anything to the contrary.

And so if there needs to be another message sent then the mes-
sage is--

Mr. PAYNE. Don't say anything morP, though, let somebody else
say it.

Mr. WILLIAMS. No, if there is a message, the message should be
to go about the business of trying to encourage and bring students
onto that campus.

Mr. PAYNE. Alright, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. WEISS. Thank you, Mr. Payne. Mr. Hobson? I'm pleased to,

in fact, recognize Mr. Hobson, who is a distinguished new member
from the State of Ohio.

Mr. HOBSON. I have three things, and then I'd like to make a
statement at the end. Do you want to explain the Bakke case?

Mr WiLu Asts. Bakke sets out a number of principles. The first
one wing that, in order to engage in race-specific conduct, there
must be proven instances of discrimination against that race by

that particular institution. The second principle that I read in
Bakke, is that the question of societal discrimination, not discrimi-
nating against somebody at a specific institution, but the societal
discriminating against one or more race or ethnic groups in the
past, is not a basis for engaging in race-specific remedial conduct.

A third issue is the one which we, at OCR, have in the past rec-
ognized in the second affirmative action provision in the regula-
tion. And is the question that even if you haven't been discriminat-
ing in the past, even absence of discriminationand we recognize
that what you want on a college campus is something called diver-
sity.

But diversity on a college campus is, as I read Bakke, is some-
thing a little bit more than racial diversity. It means you want
income diversity, you want a rich kid, you want a poor kid, you
want one from the Midwest, you want one from the South, you
want a black kid, you want a white kid, you want a guy who
worked all summers, you want a guy who's never had to work a
day in his life, because you want a lot of different kinds of people.

And because you want, as the Court said, as Justice Powell said,
in Bakke, what you want is a robust exchange of ideas; and you get
that by having a lot of different kinds of people, but not just race
diversity. And so what is in the December 4 letter, as part of the
analysis of Bakke, is that you can use race as a factor, among other
factors, to make a determination about who to provide financial as-
sistance to.
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Mr. Holism'. Let me tell you what I think is a problem. I happen
to sit on the board of an historically black school. Most of our stu-
dents come from families of $15,000 or less, econnmically. There
are first-time students in that institution, the first family memberto go to a school. And, I think, probably, you look through the law
and maybe, technically, correctly, on the law, you were right. I
don't know. I don't practice law anymore; never did really. Maybe I
just know enough law to be dangerous.

But the message that came out, and what comes out to a lot of
people, is that there's an insensitivity to the problems that a lot of
people face in society in gaining access to education and to opportu-
nity. And that many of us have tried, for a long time, in our own
ways, to gain that access and to assist people in thewhile techni-
cally, legally, I don't want to get into that argument, because I'm
not qualified to get into that. Nrou may have taken the right posi-
tion, I don't know.

But to the body politic, in many instances, or certainly, to those
wople who were looking for ways to assist people, it appeared to
have a negativeand it does, I thinkor a chilling effect on a lotof things that they might try to do, or want to do, even though it
may be technicallyand I don't know how, maybe this is thatother thing I want to knowbut do you understand, in retrospect
what resulted in a lot of people's thinking about the policy of your
Department, of the administration, as to the result of what hap-
pened? Or was there any contemplation of that, before it came out?
Or maybe you didn't have a chance to get it out before that hap-
pened, but was there any understanding of that?

Mr. WILLIAMS. Obviously, I share the concern about the messagethat was sent, and also share the concern about the impression
that, in some kind of way, either we, or I, or the administration,
lack the appropriate level of compassion about folks who may be
disadvantaged. If the question is, quite frankly, how much of that
went into play in the December 4 letter, I have to tell you that Ilook at, quite franklyand many people will disagreebut I look
at OCR as an enforcement office. And I feel uncomfortable with
looking at those wide range of other kinds of issues that's for, quite
frankly, for the balance of the Department, for many other people
in the Department to look at those issues along with us.

I.have to tell you that there would be a whole lot more thinking
about that, in the future. But it's an enforcement office, and Ithink we have to be careful when you have enforcement official
licking their fingers and sticking them up in the wind and trying
to figure out which way the wind's blowing.

Mr. HOBSON. It's not a question of necessarily wind, I think it's aquestion of sensitivity and compassion for some other people, and
somebody along the line has got to say, "Hey, this may be techni-
cally correct here, but is it the right thing to do for all people?"
And I think somebody along the line had to say, "Hey, wait aminute, are we sending the right signals when we do this?" And,
apparently, that didn't happen, or if it did, it wasn't listened to
someplace, along the line.

But I can also tell you that there are a lot of people out there
that don't care how they get that scholarship, whether it's racespecific, or not, if that's the way they're going to get into the
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system and the way they're going to be able to advance. Because
when you come from a family that's $15,000, or less, of income and
you're the first person to ever go to school, you're looking at what-
ever you can do to get into that environment and to try to stay in
that environment.

And one of the problems, if you look fit the number of medical
students today, it has dramatically dropped in the minority popula-
tion. And we tried, when I was on the board of another school, Cen-
tral State, to get kids so they could get into medical school, and we
did, and that program has since been dropped, unfortunately.

I want to go back to another technical question, then stop my
philosophizing, but I think philosophy plays a role that maybe
wasn't sensitive enough in this situation. From a technical stand-

. point, how does a State become a nondiscriminator, or how does it
cure itself from those past activities that have contributed to this. I
find that interesting, because I don't where my State complies, and
I'm not sure we do enough in my State; I'm sure we don't, from
what I've seen. But how do you form a criteria for that?

Mr. WiLuatms. We start with 17 States that had dual systems.
They had, at one time, a school that only white students would go
to, and they had another school that only black students would go
to. And since I've used my State of Texas quite often, in the past,
we had Texas Southern and Prayerview A & M, and so we had a
dual system in Texas.

And what has happened is that those States entered, either by
court order, were told that there were certain things that you must
do, a checklist. You either build facilities at the black school, or
you engage in certain kinds upgrade of departments, at one school
or the other, to attract students of different races. But either by
court order, or by an agreement with the Office for Civil Rights,
depending upon how you were determined to have been a past dis-
criminator, there are things that you had to do.

After having done them, if it's a court ordered plan, a Federal
judge makes the determination that you've complied with his court
order. It is a plan with the Office for Civil Rights, then the Office
for Civil Rights determines whether you have complied with the
agreement that you have with the Office for Civil Rights, and
that's how one, in a nutshell fashion, becomes released and be-
comes deemed to be a nondiscriminator.

Mr. HOBSON. How often has this occurred? Texas is out, or
Mr. WILLIAMS. Texas is under review, at the current time, I

think. As the chairman mentioned, there were 17 States, and I
think 10 were released prior to 1989.

Mr. Hossom. I guess there are a lot of us out there that are in-
volved in schools, that will take the money any way we can find
the money for those kids, and then you can sue us later, if you
want, but we'll get some kids through. And I just hope that, as a
result of this, there is more sensitivity to this issue. I think one of
the things that is needed is not only compassion, but sensitivity to
words and to actions and how they appear, beyond the legal side, to
people in society as they function and try to achieve good status.

If I look at your background, you've got a wonderful background.
I just want to see more people be able to do the same things that
you've done.
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Mr. WILLIAMS. The objective of Secretary Alexander, the review,
is to, indeed, do those kinds of things. I mean, to do a deliberate
review and to do it in a way that no matter where we go, we keep
our eye on the ball. And the ball is that, within the constraints of
the law, to try to find the ways to provide as much opportunity for
folks as possible.

If I could go back to your comment about the HBCU's, it is very
unlikely that what was in the December 4 letter would have affect-
ed your students, in light of the fact that I doubt that an HBCU
has race-designated scholarships; it would not have to. Just because
the majority of the students may be black, would not mean that
those are race-specific scholarships, scholarships could be any kind.

Mr. HOBSON. ICS just the chilling fact that--
Mr. WILLIAMS. I recognize that.
Mr. WEIss. Thank you very much, Mr. Hobson. Mr. Williams, I'd

asked you earlier if Mr. Richard Komer was here, and I asked you
to attempt to get him here before we had to use other process. Is
Mr. Komer here?

Mr. WILLIAMS. He is not in the room, sir.
Mr. %Liss. Well, then, at this point we will undertake some ad-

ministrative business. On February 28, I requested that the Assist-
ant Secretary for Civil Rights and his Deputy Assistant Secretary
for Policy appear before the subcommittee, to testify about the mi-
nority scholarship policy.

Richard Komer, the Deputy Assistant Secretary, apparently re-
fuses to testify. We still have not heard the testimony of the key
individuals who formulated the minority scholarship policy. The
Department has forced my hand, I have no choice but to seek a
subpoena for the testimony of Richard Korner, Deputy Assistant
Secretary for Civil Rights, before proceeding. Is there any discus-
sion?

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. Chairman, I'm reserving the right to object.
This is sort of a new experience to me, but it's my understanding
that the normal process is that subpoenas are issued in the case of
some kind of illegal process, and not in the matter of policy. This is
a question of policy, and I would ask you what the precedence is
and what the position is, with regard to subpoenas on policy.

Mr. WEISS. The precedent is that Federal employees are invited
by committees of Congress to appear before t hem. If they do not
respond to the invitation then, regardless of what the matter is,
whether it is policy, whether it is illegalities, whatever, then the
committees, or Congress itself, have the power to issue subpoenas.
And that's the way that the subcommittee, and the committee
itself, has operated, over the years. Any further discussion?

Mr. PAYNE. No, Mr. Chairman, other than that we've been
through this before, and it's not a new policy. I think, last year, we
met on subpoenas before, as was the policy of the committee.

Mr. Wm& I move that the subcommittee, then, if there is no fur-
ther discussion, authorize the issuance of a subpoena to require the
appearance of the Deputy Assistant Secretary for Policy. Is there a
second?

Mr. PAYNE. I second the motion.
Mr. WEISS. OK.
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Mr. THOMAS. Mr. Chairman, may I inquire again about the proc-
ess? Do we have the proper number here for a quorum?

Mr. WEI . A quorum is present.
Mr. THOMAS. Well, Mr. Horton does not support this idea, and I

don't intend to support it either.
Mr. WEISS, Right. I have the highest regard for you and for Mr.

Horton. The vote now occurs on the subpoena, the clerk will call
the roll.

Ms. ATKINS. Mr. Weiss.
Mr. WEISS. Yes.
Ms. ATKINS. Mr. Waxman.
Mr. WEISS. Aye by proxy.
Ms. ATKINS. Mr. Payne.
Mr. PAYNE. Aye.
MS. ATKINS. Mrs. Mink.
Mrs. MINK. Aye.
Ms. ATKINS. Ms. DeLauro.
Mr. WEIss. Aye by proxy.
Ms. ATKINS. Mr. Thomas.
Mr. THOMAS. No.
Ms. ATKINS. Mr. Zeliff.
Staff COUNSEL. No by proxy.
Ms. ATKINS. Mr. Hobson.
Ms. ATKINS. Mr. Sanders.
Mr. SANDERS. Aye.
Ms. ATKINS. Six aye, two nay.
Mr. WEISS. And the subpoena has been voted by the subcommit-

tee. We will now return to questions. Let me just touch on a couple
of items that----

Mrs. MINK. Mr. Chair, may I just make a brief statement?
Mr. WEISS, Of course, Mrs. Mink.
Mrs. MINK. I cannot apologize more grievously on not being able

to participate in this very, very important hearing you've sched-
uled, an issue which I care very deeply about. And I would be here
except that we are on a mark-up state in Education and Labor on
the family and medical leave bill, so I must excuse myself, again, to
go back to deal with the amendments.

Mr. WEISS. I fully understand and if you'd like to make some
opening comment while you're--

Mrs. MINK. If I might have permission to have leave to insert my
remarks, at this point, in the--

Mr. WEISS. Absolutely so. Without objection, that will be--
Mrs. MINK. Thank you very much.
Mr. WEISS, Mr. Sanders, would you like to make an opening com-

ment?
Mr. SANDERS. Not at this time.
Mr. WEISS, Thank you. First, as to the Bakke decision, and with-

out going into it, at great length, what we're talking about here,
what your statements and letters and initiatives and policies of De-
cember 1990 involved were scholarships to students who had al-
ready been admitted into colleges and universities. What Bakke
was dealing with was the admission of a student into a institution
of higher education on the basis of race.
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And the Department of Education issued, in the Federal
of October 10, 1979, a policy interpretation, coming from the Office
for Civil Rights and its summary of policy interpretation, it said,
briefly, "The Department has reviewed the Supreme Court's deci-
sion on Bakke. It has determined that voluntary affirmative action
may include, but is not limited to, the following Consideration of
race, color, or national origin, among the factors evaluated in se-
lecting students; increased recruitment in minority institutions and
community; use of alternative admissions criteria when traditional
criteria are found to be inadequately predictive of minority stu-
dents' success; provision of pre-admission compensatory and tutori-
al programs; and the establishment and pursuit of numerical goals
to achieve the racial and ethnic composition of the student body
the institution seeks."

I can hardly see how, at this stage, you can argue that Bakke
forces you to adopt the position that you did.

Mr. %VILLIAMS. If I could respond, Mr. Chairman. Since that time,
going back to May 2, 1986, in a letter from then Acting Assistant
Secretary Alicia Corro, in a document that I think has been provid-
ed to your staff, with regards to a scholarship that was being cre-
ated for Dutch-Americans, it does, indeed say, on the second page
in the next to the last paragraph, that, "Any determination, with
respect to the legality of the scholarship program mentioned in
your letter, would take into consideration the title VI regulation,
the Bakke case, and other relevant case law."

Following that, in 1986, in a similar advisory to the Southwest
Missouri State University, on page 3, in the first full paragraph, it
has the same language, with regards to the applicability of Bakke
to the area of financial aid. We have indeed, sir, applied Bakke to
financial assistance prior to my December 4 letter.

Mr. WEISS. You're telling us then that the policy interpretation,
printed in the Federal Register of October 10, 1979, has been re-
scinded by advisory letters to universities or colleges or recipients?

Mr. WILLIAMS. I'm saying that they have been the regulation, the
second item, section 100(bx6xii), that states that a recipient may
use affirmative action, has been read and interpreted in a way that
applies Bakke.

Mr. %ass. In the face of the Federal Register interpretation.
OK. Let me go to another point. You continued to say that, in fact,
your statements during December were not policy changes. The De-
cember 18 clarification, issued from your office, is headlined "De-
partment Issues Policy Statement on Race-exclusive Scholarships."

First paragraph: "The U.S. Department of Education, today, an-
nounced a six point administrative policy regarding race-exclusive
scholarships to prevent disruption to the efforts of colleges," et
cetera. In the face of that, I don't know how you can continue to
say that what you announced was not a policy change or policy de-
termination.

Mr. WILLIAMS. I think it is probably fair to say that what I said
was, what I announced. on December 4, was not a change in policy,
There are, indeed, policy announcements on December 18 that I, on
behalf of the Department of Education, announced.

Mr. WEISS. Oh, so the December 18 statement was a policy
change.
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Mr. WILLIAMS. There is a policy interpretation difference on De-
cember 18.

Mr. Wsiss. OK. Now, did those policy changes go through all the
tequirements of the Administrative Act?

Mr. WILLIAMS. They did not.
Mr. Moss. No, sir. And not printed in the Federal Register?
Mr. WILLIAMS. They were not.
Mr. WEISS. No public comment?
Mr. WILLIAMS. 'There was none, other than the free-for-all before,

but no, there was not.
Mr. WEIss. Were you the Assistant Secretary for Civil Rights on

May 1, 1990?
Mr. WILLIAMS. No, I was not.
Mr. WEISS. On May 1, 1990, Richard D. Komer, of the OCR cen-

tral office sent a memorandum to the civil rights director in region
4, suggesting that Florida Atlantic University be investigated as
part of a compliance review. Mr. Komer is not here, yet, to testify
about that, and I don't really want your second-hand testimony
about it. We'll get it from Mr. Komer.

You are aware f the fact that the new policy change, whether of
December 4 or I lth or 18th, was, in fact, under discussion before
you arrived as the new Assistant Secretary for the Office for Civil
Rights?

Mr. WILLIAMS. We will continue to have the discussion about
whether it was a change or not. I am aware---

Mr. WEISS. Well, you said that, as far as the 18th is con-
cerned--

Mr. WILLIAMS. The 18th, the policy changed with that provision
that dealt with the use of privately designated funds, and that
would be the policy change.

Mr. WEISS. Right. OK.
Mr. WILLIAMS. The balance of that, I would still contend, would

not have been a policy change. I am aware that the Office for Civil
Rights was, indeed, developing a policy guidance document, prior to
my arrival.

Mr. WEISS. So that, in essence, you found this initiative under-
way and, in essence, in motion toward action by the time you ar-
rived; that you didn't conceive this--

Mr. WILLIAMS. There was activity, yes.
Mr. WEISS. You didn't conceive this initiative by yourself.
Mr. WILLIAMS. I did not conceive the development of the policy

guidance document; that's correct.
Mr. WEISS. Did you adopt the policy because of Mr. Komer's rep-

resentations to you?
Mr. WILLIAMS. No. I have gone through the law and had read it

myself while Dick was it the Department, before I wasI have to
say that I share in what's in December 4; it's over my hand, and
that's me.

Mr. WEISS. Did Mr. Korner draft the December 4 letter?
Mr. WILLIAMS. No. The December 4 letter was drafted by a

number of people. It was drafted, as most things in OCR, at the
staff level, and then it goes through the process. It had my com-
ments and changes through it. As the folks at OCR know, I use a
red pen, and I mark up most things.
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Mr. WEISS. Who first brought the Fiesta Bowl situation to your
attention as a matter which you would want to pursue.

Mr. WILLIAMS. A staff attorney, in the Office of Postsecondary
Education, brought it directly to me, and then, I called Dick.

Mr. WEISS. What did you say to Dick, Dick being Mr. Komer,
yes?

Mr. WILLIAMS. Yes. A staff attorney brought it to me, having just
read an article in one of the sports pages in somebody's newspaper,
and said that there may be something that would be of concern. I
said, "Look into it," and told Dick that the staff attorney was going
to look into it and keep his eye on it.

Mr. WEiss. That these folks are going to provide some minority
scholarships; we ought to go after them?

Mr. WILLIAMS. That's not the way the conversation went. The
conversation was that, as I have explained before, in light of our
situation with the State of Kentucky. and how it may impact upon
that situation and that review.

Mr. WEISS. Were the schools involved in the Fiesta Bowl from
States that had been found to discriminate in the past?

Mr. WILLIAMS. Both. As I mentioned to Mr. Payne earlier, yes.
Mr. WEISS. But isn't it true that even in cases where past dis-

crimination has not been found, the Bakke guidelines encourage
colleges and universities to take voluntary affirmative action?

Mr. Williams. They encourage them to do so in a specific kind of
way, and that would be use race as a variable among oth,:r varia-
bles, but not in a race-specific way. You cannot earmark scholar-
ships off to the side, and say, "These scholarships are for one mi-
nority group or the other." And what you must do is to say that
every student on that campus, irrespective of race or color, com-
petes for that scholarship, and race is one factor that you can give
a plus factor to, among other factors.

Mr. W EMS. Is the Department of Education investigating any mi-
nority scholarship programs, in addition to the Fiesta Bowl?

Mr. WILLIAMS. Yes. And at this point, the Department has re-
ceived complaints, I think, as I mentioned earlier, on December 4

we had six complaints. We are investigating those complaints. We
will not be issuing any letters of finding on any of those complaints
until after the review is being conducted currently.

Mr. WEISS. In a memorandum about your investigation about the
Oregon State Board of Higher Education, Mr. Komer writes that
the Office for Civil Rights will rely on Bakke in determining the
validity of affirmative action programs. But then, Mr. Komer goes
on to criticize the State of Oregon's goal to "increase the enroll-
ment of blacks, Hispanics, and Native Americans." How is that
goal inconsistent with the Office for Civil Rights own public guid-
ance on affirmative action?

Mr. WILLIAMS. I am not in a position to answer that, Congress-
man.

Mr. WEISS. In a draft report, you claim that the State of Oregon
is in violation of civil rights law because its tuition grant program
to attract minorities excludes certain races and ethnic groups. Can
you tell me what you found the purpose of the Oregon minority re-
cruitment plan to be?
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Mr. WILLIAMS. Congressman, that is a pending investigation, and
it would be inappropriate for me to discuss many of those matter
at this time, I would think.

Mr. WEIss. Well, the Department's letter of finding is a matter of
public record, at this point, isn't it? It's a draft?

Mr. WILLIAMS. The draft letter has not, and I think our agree-
mentand I may be wrong, and staff may be in a position to pro-
vide that information to meis that that information would not be
released to the public; it is for the purposes of this committee in
your internal deliberation.

Mr. WEIss. I'm asking you questions, at this point. I won't pursue
that question, but I think that the earlier question that I asked
makes a point. How does the percentage of white high school grad-
uates entering college in Oregon compare to the percentage of
black, Hispanic, and Native American high school graduates at-
tending college, in the State?

Mr. VVILLIAMS. I don't know, but I would suspect it's higher.
Mr. WEISS. Well, 16 percent of whites go to college, while less

than 9 percent of blacks, Hispanics, and Native Americans go on to
college. Twice as many whites go to college, in Oregon, as minority
students, and you found the State was trying to correct this imbal-
ance; is that right?

Mr. WILLIAMS. That's what they were attempting to do.
Mr. WEISS. In this case, did you also find that title VI "provides

that in even the absence of prior discrimination, a recipient may
take affirmative action to overcome the effects of conditions which
resulted in limiting participation by persons of a particular race,
color, or national origin?"

Mr. WILLIAMS. That is in the regulation. They may do that, lt's a
question of how you do it, and I will refer, again, to 13akke that
says that you can give race a plus factor.

Its probably also helpful, in this discussion, to look at, as we are
discussing it, that the complainant, in that case, as we talk about
minorities, the complainant, in that case, is an Asian American
female that has alleged that the tuition waiver program of the
State of Oregon deprives her of an opportunity to go to college, be-
cause she is r.ot entitled to that tuition waiver, because the tuition
waiver is only for blacks, Hispanics, and Native Americans.

Mr. WEISS. Right. She found the Oregon program to be illegal be-
cause it excludes whites and Asian Americans; is that correct?

Mr. WILLIAMS. The complainant is Asian American.
Mr. WEISS. Did your report find that 95 percent of the students

in Oregon colleges are white or Asian Americans?
Mr. WILLIAMS. That is a draft report, and if that is in the report,

then that would be---
Mr. WEISS. How many white or Asian students who are academi-

cally qualified for Oregon colleges and assorted missions were
denied entrance to school because of the State's recruitment pro-
gram?

Mr. WILLIAMS. I have no personal knowledge of that.
Mr. WEISS. Our information is that the answer is zero. But how

can you reach a conclusion about a case without knowing whether,
in fact, students were denied entrance or how many were denied
entrance?
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Mr. WILLIAMS. Because the question that is presented is: Is the
financial aid constructed in a way that violates title VI? And when
there is an Asian American female that says that she has been
denied an opportunity for the tuition waiver, which means she
can'tthe tuition waiver allows you to go to school for absolutely
freebecause she is not one of the minority groups that is pre-
ferred in this particular program.

Mr. WEISS. I gather that your finding in the Oregon case is not
final.

Mr. WILLIAMS. That's correct; it is not final.
Mr. WEIN. In conducting it's investigations and compliance re-

views of colleges and universities, the Office for Civil Rights often
compares the numbers and percentages of white students with mi-
nority students. Why is that done?

Mr. WILLIAMS. White students and minority students at the uni-
versity?

Mr. WEISS. At universities, generally.
Mr. WILIJAMS. To get some idea, simply, of what's going on at

the university and what the representation is at the university.
Mr. WEISS. To determine if there is a statistical evidence of dis-

crimination, right?
Mr. WILLIAMS. No, to determine whether there may be conditions

that limit participation. That's the reason for looking at it.
Mr. WEISS. Do the Department statistics show that black stu-

dents have overcome the effects of discrimination?
Mr. WILLIAMS. The Office for Civil Rights doesn't engage in wide-

spread studies of that nature to determine that.
Mr. WEISS. Well, you certainly did in regard to the 10 States

which had court mandated requirements because of vestiges of dis-
crimination.

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. Chairman, in looking at and in making that
determination, not having been at OCR, at the time, what OCR, as
my understanding, did was to look at did that State comply with
the agreement that they had with OCR, not did they actually in-
crease the numbers of minorities in their higher education system.
Did they build a chemistry department at a particular college? Did
they enhance the chemistry departments somewhere else? Those
are the things that they were asked to do.

One other thing, as we are on that subject, we will Probably be
getting more guidance, quite frankly, on how to make those deter-
minations as there is an application for certiorari on the Supreme
Court now.

Mr. WEISS. In the report published in January 1991, by the De-
partment of Education, called "Race Ethnicity Trends and 11?grees
Conferred by Institutions of Higher Education, 1978-1988,' con-
tained the following: The number of undergraduate degrees award-
ed to blacks fell from 60,125 to 58,016; the percentage of the total,
from 6.6 percent to 5.7 percent. The number of black master's de-
grees fell from 19,993 to 14,076; the percentage of the total, from
6.6 percent to 4.6 percent. The number of doctoral degrees fell from
1,267 to 1,071; the percentage from 3.9 percent to 3 percent. That
your department does maintain those statistics.

The Department of Education has chosen to allow the lapsing of
desegregation plans for systems of higher education in 10 southern
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and border States that had practiced illegal segregation in the past.
Did the Department find that the desegregation plans eliminated
the vestiges of past discrimination?

Mr. WILLIAMS. I have no knowledge of what the past determina-
tions found. I was not at the Department at the time.

Mr. WEISS. Well, an internal memorandum, reviewed by the sub-
committee at its last hearing on OCR, stated that the States "have
not heretofore even approximated what might be considered the
elimination of the vestiges of dual sptems."

The subcommittee's review also found that the statistics in most
of the States worsened over the course of the desegregation plans,
and that the plans were failures. Also, the statistics indicate that,
in most cases, the records of State schools worsened, over the
course of the plans. Would you argue with that?

Mr. WILLIAMS. I have no personal knowledge, either way, of that,
Mr. Chairman.

Mr. WEISS. Thank you. Mr. Thomas.
Mr. THOMAS. I have no further questions for this witness. It

seems to me, we've sort of gone beyond the question, here. This de-
cision has not been changed. We're looking forward, now, to a proc-
ess, and that's the one I think we ought to focus on. I have no fur-
ther questions.

Mr. WEISS. Thank you, Mr. Thomas. Mr. Payne.
Mr. PAYNE. Earlier, you indicated that there were some other

programs, similar to the Fiesta Bowl scholarship program, that
you're 'investigating.

Mr. WILLIAMS. Yes.
Mr. PAYNE. What are those?
Mr. WILLIAMS. We have, at this current time, seven pending com-

plaints. We have the Oregon matter; we have a matter involving
the State of Ohio that has a loan program that makes distinctions.
I think what the allegation is, is that students have to major in a
particular subject in order to keep the loan. We have a complaint
in the State of Wisconsin, filed by an Asian American student
saying that theyit's a scholarship for minority students, but
Asians are not included.

There is a complaint at a school in Indiana. The allegation is
that in the scholarship for minority students, Asians are, indeed,
one of the kinds of minority students that are a part of it, but the
scholarship doesn't provide for Indian American students.

There are two complaints in the State of Florida, one at Florida
Atlantic University and one at the University of Florida, where the
race-specific scholarships are designated solely for black students.
The other two, quite frankly, I have forgotten, and I would have to
provide those to you at some time.

Mr. PAYNE. So your push is, more or less, to protect other mi-
norities. You mentioned in your discussion that your major concern
now, is that Asian students are being shut out; they're usually dis-
advanta,led; they're usually those that need extra help to get in.
And therefore, your Department's major thrust is to protect Asian
students because of the--

Mr. WILLIAMS. Congressman, our major thrust is to protect the
federally protected rights of students, irrespective of whatever race
they may be. Title VI says, as I had mentioned before, starts off
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with, "No person shall be discriminated against." Plus, to directly
respond to your question about the focus on Asian students, in our
appropriation for this year, there is a special earmarking that tells
us that we must spend at least $250,000 to address the reviews of
discrimination against Asians in the admissions process.

Those are complaints; we did not go seeking those six, or so, mat-
ters that I mentioned to you. Those are things that are brought to
us. But is there a greater focus on Asians, as opposed to Arab
Americans, as opposed to Hispanic Americans, as opposed to black
Americans? The answer would be no. Our responsibility is to pro-
tect the federally protected right of all students.

Mr. PAYNE. All right. But in the discussion earlier, when Chair-
man Weiss was talking, you kept referring to Bakke and admis-
sions, and we're talking about financial scholarships. That's what
I'm primarily concerned about.

And if you take the number, probably, of Asians who need either
financial aid or are not getting scholarships based on ability, you
find very few excluded. If you take the same criteria for other mi-
norities, like blacks, who have continually been behind, you find a
grave disproportion and a declining number of students getting de-
grees.

So, I'm confused as to why the Department, at a time when we
find that African Americans are joining the armed services because
they lack the ability to go to college, because they lack financial
ability, they go into the military to get benefits. In my city of
Newark, NJ there are very few jobs because of the declining
number of persons in higher education and we find the tremendous
negative health statistics in our community, infant mortality going
up and so forth. And of all the things that the Department of Edu-
cation decides to do is to have a frontal assault against scholar-
ships based to minorities.

Let me just ask you a question. When did you start with the De-
partment?

Mr. WILLIAMS. July 6, 1990.
Mr. PAYNE. Where were you prior to that?
Mr. WILLIAMS. Department of Treasury.
Mr. PAYNE. You know, they really need good people in the De-

partment of Justice to really go out aggressively. I wish you were
over there.

Mr. WILLIAMS. I have been.
Mr. PAYNE. OK, well it would be good to reapply there because

I'm baffled as to why the Department of Education would, at this
point, take on this issue with such fervor and zeal.

Mr. WILLIAMS. Congressman, it obviously does appear that there
is a great deal of zeal. There was, as I will say again, this was a
letter that offered assistance to the Fiesta Bowl on how to go about
the business of designing a scholarship that would, indeed, advance
financial aid opportunity for minority students. It was not an effort
to say, "Let's go and find out who's got a scholarship for minority
students, and let's see if we can stop it." That wasn't the design of
it; that wasn't the intent.

Mr. PAYNE. Well, what was the result?
Mr. WILLIAMS. The result may, indeed, have been that.
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Mr. PAYNE. They always say that the proof of the pudding is in
eating., the result is the bottom line. You could have a company
that is the greatest company in the world and is bankrupt at the
end of the year. So the result of that letter, as I indicated, even in
my State where private institutions are currently saying that, "We
wish we could continue, but we are unclear about the law in light
of a declining minority participation in higher education," is nega-
tive.

How is this Nation ever going to move forward if the Depart-
ment of Education's Civil Rights Division is going to make it tough
for the colleges and higher learning institutions that might at-
tempt to do the right thing, or private institutions, like the Fiesta
Bowl who decided they wanted to help disadvantaged minority.
black students? I'm trying to understand the intent.

Mr. WILLIAMS. The intent was to provide the assistance, as I sug-
gested.

Mr, PAYNE. But they were doing all right. What kind of assist-
ance did you offer, other than have them not do it?

Mr. WILLIAMS. We have, indeed, been in contact with the people,
and talked to those individuals. But the other thing is the question
about whether there was a frontal assault. There was not a frontal
assault. And whether the proof is in the pudding, we have no con-
trol over how other folks read it.

There were a number of mistakes that were made. Obviously,
there were mistakes in the way we communicated. Mr. Hobson
talked about in the manner of messages, and there were, obviously,
mistakes made in that. But the letter itself offered technical assist-
ance. If we ask where was the problem, or if it ain't broke don't fix
it, we know that, at least in six instances, somebody thinks that
the system is broke. And we have a responsibility to protect those
federally protected rights of all students that are out there, each
and every one of those.

Mr. PAYNE. We're aware of that, and we want every student to
be protected. I want every Asian and Native American, or other
group to be protected. I'm no. -lying that I think anyone should be
discriminated against. It's j. hat after you put out that letter,
and then you said, "Well, you hitow, they just read it wrong," and
say, "Come to see us and we'll give you some technical assistance."
That's like going to someone who just robbed you and asking them
to show you the way home. How comfortable would institutions be?

You're releasing this statement that gets worldwide acclaim, and
turning around and saying, "But we're here to help you. We're
going to give you some technical assistance." I'm so disturbed at
the declining statistics as related to African Americans, in this
country. Then, when you find a group wanting to enhance things
that are on the declinebecause we make America better when all
people are performing, the Department of Education blocks that
action.

And so, what kind of signal does this send? That's the thing
that's more disturbing, the signal that it sends to higher education.
Everyone's in favor of higher education. Mrs. Bush met Dr. Sulli-
van because she sat on the board of Morehouse, and he's the Secre-
tary of Health. I don't know anyone who really feels that we need
to take a frontal attack on higher education.
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And that's, actually, the interpretation of what your December
activities have done. It has, actually, slowed down and stopped
some activity where people say, "I don't really want to get involved
anymore." You don't even need to respond to that. I don't have any
more questions, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. WEiss. Thank you very much, Mr. Payne. Mr. Sanders.
Mr. SANDERS. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Let me pick up some of

the points that Congressman Payne was raising and tell you what
my major concern is about the situation.

It is no secret that in this country, today, we have a major crisis
in terms of the affordability of higher education, not just for
blacks, or whites, or Asians. The cost of college education is zoom-
ing off of the wall. I'm a U.S. Congressman, and I can tell you my
wife and I have had to borrow money to send our kids to college.

What disturbs me is that what I see happening, in terms of these
actions and this discussion, is that they happen instead of focusing
an the crisis of the affordability of higher education, to ask why it
is that there are fewer black students in college today, why work-
ing class white kids cannot afford to go to college. That's what we
should be investigating.

What does it mean to millions of families, in this country, that
they can't send their kids, black, white, Asian, to college; that's the
issue. And my concern, Mr. Chairman, is that out of the actions of
the administration in this area, what you're going to haveand I
don't think it's by accident, I have to say, in all due respect, I don't
think you developed this overall policybut there is going to be a
type of conflict between white working class families and black
families.

So instead of having the debate as to how we can all send our
kids to college, you're going to have white families say, "Gee, it's
not fair, this black family is getting the money, we're not." And
you're going to be talking about dividing people who should be
coming together.

So, my major concern is that I do not want to see a process by
which working-class people, white, black, or anybody else, are di-
vided in fighting for a smaller and smaller part of the educational
pie. I want to see the administration come forward and say, "We're
providing more money. Every kid in this country has a right to go
to college. We're deeply concerned about what's happening in the
black communities. Let s all work together."

But I fear that these types of actions divide our people, rather
than bring them together, and not let us focus on the most impor-
tant issue. My question is: Don't you agree? [Laughter.]

Mr. WILLIAMS. I would obviously agree that there is a great deal
of effort and work that's available for all of us, in terms of trying
to provide opportunities. And I hope that through the review proc-
ess, while the review process will not be, necessarily, addressing
new funds, hopefully we can figure out a way that we can identify
how do you provide scholarships and financial assistance to all stu-
dents in a way that is not divisive. That is a concern that we share.

I have to admit that I'm not in the loop as it relates to new
moneys, but I am in the loop as it relates to how we might be able
to address this issue in a way that may not be divisive. And in that
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sense, I, obviously, share that with you. I share some of the other
concerns as well.

Mr. SANDERS. Thank you.
Mr. WEIss. Thank you, Mr. Sanders. I have a few more questions.

In the area where I really would have preferred Mr. Korner to tes-
tifyand I still hope that he will do so, personally. And I should
tell you, incidentally, there is a second panel, as you know, and if
he comes to us before the hearing is concluded, he can avert the
issuing of the subpoena; that's up to him.

But, let me ask you if you're aware that cm May 1, 1990, Mr.
Richard D. Komer, of the OCR central office, sent a memorandum
te the civil rights director in region 4, suggesting that Florida At-
lantic University be investigated as part of a compliance review;
are you aware of that?

Mr. WILLIAMS. I am aware of that.
Mr. WEISS. OK. Do you know why Mr. Komer suggests that Flori-

da Atlantic be investigated?
Mr. WILLIAMS. It's my understanding that the office received a

complaint.
Mr. WEISS. Well, in the beginning, apparently he read an article

about the school, describing a minority scholarship plan which he,
evidently, believed was in violation of title VI. Now, Florida Atlan-
tic University had instituted the plan, because the Florida State
Board of Regents had directed it to increase its enrollment to main-
tain compliance with State minority enrollment requirements;
that's true, isn't it?

Mr. WILLIAMS. I have no personal knowledge of that. If you are
reading it from my document, then I would stand by the document.

Mr. WEISS. Was this the first time that a university in this coun-
try offered minority scholarships?

Mr. WILLIAMS. I would doubt that, very seriously, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. WEISS. Right. Now, are you aware as to whether Mr. Komer

had discussions with anyone at the Washington Legal Foundations
about using title VI to ban race-specific scholarships?

Mr. WILLIAMS. I have no personal knowledge as to whether Rich-
ard had any conversations with anyone at Washington Legal Foun-
dation. I am aware that Washington Legal Foundation did file a
complaint with the Department with regards to race-specific schol-
arships in the State of Florida.

Mr. WEIN. But you're not aware as to whether, in fact, they had
been in consultation, Mr. Komer and the Washington Legal Foun-
dation?

Mr. WILLIAMS. I have no personal knowledge of it.
Mr. WrIss. The Department received a formal complaint about

Florida Atlantic University from the Washington Legal Founda-
tion, subsequent to that memorandum. The complaint alleged that
Florida Atlantic University was violating civil rights law by provid-
ing race-specific scholarships. Do you know whether Mr. Komer, or
anyone else at the Department, discussed the complaint with at the
legal foundation, before it was received by the Department?

Mr. WILLIAMS. I have no personal knowledge, either way, as to
whether there was a discussion with anyone from OCR or the De-
partment with the Washington Legal Foundation.
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Mr. %Wass. Did OCR have the authority to formally investigate
Florida Atlantic University, including the issuance of the letter of
finding, without receiving a complaint of discrimination.

Mr. WILLIAMS. Yes, sir. We have
Mr. WEISS. Now listen to my question carefully. Did OCR have

the authority to formally investigate, to investigate, Florida Atlan-
tic University, including the issuance of a letter of finding, without
receiving a complaint of discrimination?

Mr. WILLIAMS. If you're using "investigate" to define complaints
as opposed to compliance review--

Mr. WEISS. Right, you got it.
Mr. WILLIAMS. The format of a complaint investigation and com-

pliance review is the same.
Mr. WEISS. But they're two different things, and you can't inves-

tigate and issue a letter of finding without a complaint; isn't that
correct? That is correct.

Mr. WILLIAMS. No. We issue letters of findings with compliance
reviews.

Mr. WEISS. But you can't do that on the basis of an investiga-
tionyou can't conduct an investigationunless you received a
complaint. You can undertake a compliance review on your own
initiative; isn't that correct?

Mr. WILLIAMS. That's correct.
Mr. WEISS. OK. I've just told you the difference between a project

review and a formal investigation. Now, is that why Mr. Komer
originally asked region 4 to conduct a compliance review? Because
the Department, your office, had not yet received a complaint
about Florida Atlantic University?

Mr. WILLIAMS. I have no way of knowing why Mr. Komer direct-
ed a compliance review as opposed to a complaint investigation.

Mr. WEISS. Do you know the date on which the Department re-
ceived the complaint from the legal foundation.

Mr. WILLIAMS. It would have preceded my being on the job, and
so no, I do not.

Mr. WEISS. It was on May 10, 1990. And do you know the date on
which Mr. Komer referred the Florida Atlantic case to region 4?

Mr. WILLIAMS. No, I do not, I have no personal knowledge of
that.

Mr. WEISS. It was May 1, 1990. So, 9 days later, as a result of the
complaint from the Washington Legal Foundation, did OCR central
office, in fact, refer Florida Atlantic University for investigation?

Mr. WILLIAMS. I have no personal knowledge either way.
Mr. WEISS. But that is the case. Do you know the status of that

investigation?
Mr. WILLIAMS. That investigation is continuing, it has not been

completed.
Mr. WEISS. The complaint from the Washington Legal Founda-

tion also alleges that minority scholarships offered by the Universi-
ty of Florida and the University of Nebraska are also illegal. As a
result of the complaint, did you also ask that these schools be in-
vestigated, either as a part of a formal inquiry or a compliance
rev iew?
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Mr. WILLIAMS. I have not directed that an investigation or com-
pliance review take place at either University of Florida or Univer-
sity of Nebraska.

Mr. WEiss. But do you know whether there, in fact, are investiga-
tions ongoing, of those two schools?

Mr. WILLIAMS. At the University of Florida there is, not at the
University of Nebraska.

Mr. WEiss. Well, those are all of the questions that I have at this
point, Mr. Williams. I do hope that Mr. Komer decides to honor our
invitation. I should say, in closing, that your testimony is a study
on how not to change Federal policy. First, we have a new Assist-
ant Secretary for Civil Rights, with no experience in civil rights
law, who, in one of his first actions after being confirmed by the
Senate, decides to reverse nearly three decades of law and policy.

Then, we learn that the policy isn't even your idea. It was the
notion of the Deputy Assistant Secretary for policy, who apparent-
ly acts as the driving force for the new interpretation of title VI,
possibly in conjunction with organizations outside the government.

The testimony further shows that in this mad rush to ban minor-
ity scholarships, you violated the Administrative Procedure Act,
which is an act to avoid just such a situation, where laws are
changed in secret, without public notice. And in the process, title
VI itself, one of the most important laws of this century, is so badly
twisted and misinterpreted that its original drafters would not rec-
ognize it.

I sincerely hope that in the new review ordered by Secretary Al-
exander, that none of these acts are repeated, and that the intent
of title VI, to redress the discrimination suffered by minorities and
to disallow any future discrimination, remains intact. Thank you
very much, Mr. Williams, for appearing.

Mr. WILLIAMS. Thank you.
Mr. WEISS. Our second panel will consist of Dr. Ted Shaw, a law

professor at the University of Michigan; Dr. Richard Rosser. presi-
dent of the National Association of Independent Colleges and Uni-
versities; and Dr. Donald M. Stewart, president of the College
Board.

Please step up and stand behind your chairs. As you know, we
swear in all of our witnesses.

[Witnesses sworn.]
Mr. %Is& Let the record indicate that each of the witnesses has

responded in the affirmative. We have opening statements from
you. They will each be entered into the record, without objection,
in their entirety, as will other documents that we have referred to,
and will be referring to in the course of the hearing. But we ask
you to summarize your statement to no more than 7 minutes, if
you can.

Dr. Shaw, if we can start with you.

STATEMENT OF DR. TED SHAW. PROFESSOR OF LAW.
UNIVERSITY OF MICHIGAN

Dr. SHAW. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I'd like to take the oppor-
tunity to thank you and the other members of the committee and
the staff for inviting me to testify on this very important issue. As
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a matter of background, I am a professor of law at the University
of Michigan Law School; and prior to that, worked for 9 years as
assistant counsel for the NAACP legal defense and educational
fund, and also director of the west coast regional office of the legal
defense fund; and, before that, worked in the Justice Department,
Department of Civil Rights, starting in 1979, I left there in 1982,
because of what was clearly a change in policy.

The views I express, however, are mine only. I do adopt the state-
ment of the NAACP Legal Defense and Educational Fund, Inc., op-
posing the position of the Office for Civil Rights on minority-target-
ed scholarships. Like many other Americans, I was shock.ed and
dismayed by the Office for Civil Rights' pronouncement in Decem-
ber 1990, that Federal law prohibited universities from administer-
ing minority targeted scholarships and the way that universities
presumed they were able to administer them, under the interpreta-
tion of the Bakke decision.

Not only was this attempted policy shift a radical departure from
the prior interpretation of title VI in its implementing regulations,
it was ill conceived and ill advised, as a matter of social policy and
also as a matter of educational policy.

While the Department of Education, in the face of a firestorm of
public criticism, disapproval, and outrage, stepped back from that
policy in its December 18 retreat. It still constitutes an unwarrant-
ed, unwise intrusion, and has distorted the applicable legal doc-
trine.

It invites confusion on the part of university officials who are at-
tempting, in good faith, to remedy decades of centuries of exclusion
and underrepresentation of minorities in higher educational insti-
tutions. Efforts to open the gates of historically white institutions
of higher education are relatively recent, that is, approximately 25
to 30 years old, at best.

And as a statement of the NAACP Legal Defense and Education-
al Fund recounts, and as the chairman has recognized and Mr.
Payne recognized, when Congressman Payne was here, they have
had limited albeit important and significant effect; 5.7 percent of
bachelor's degrees awarded in 1989 were earned by black gradu-
ates, down from 6.4 in 1976. And of 1989 master's degrees awarded,
4.6 percent went to black students, down from 6.8 in 1976. And for
doctorate's, it was 2.4 percent, down from 3.3 percent.

Given these and other paltry statistics, it seems odd, if not invidi-
ous, that the Department of Education's Office for Civil Rights
would choose to wage war on minority targeted scholarships.
Equally troubling is the apparent invitation by a governmental de-
partment to white citizens to oppose minority targeted scholar-
ships. An invitation which, fortunately, most Americans rejected.

Nonetheless, the fact is that the Department of Education's at-
tempt to shift policy took place in a context where is was unwar-
ranted and uninvited. Notwithstanding the ongoing national
debate about the appropriate scope of affirmative action, there was,
in fact, no great demand on the part of the public to eliminate, or
curtail, minority targeted scholarships: A fact that is borne out by
the widespread rejection of the policy pronouncements in Decem-
ber.
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Unfortunately, however, the mere pronouncement of the pro-
posed policy and OCR's analysis that would interpret Federal laws
to prohibit most minority targeted scholarships conjures in the
minds of some the image of minority students unjustly benefiting
from substantial sums of scholarship funds, while white students
are being turned away from the gates of higher education because
similar funding is not available.

It reinforces the view promulgated by some that African Ameri-
cans and other minorities are the most privileged in today's socie-
ty, by reason of special treatment in the form of affirmative action
of one kind or another, while white Americans are now the victims
of racial discrimination.

It harkens back to a post Civil War Supreme Court decision, a
few years after the end of slavery, in which a Supreme Court jus-
tice, impatient with remediation measures being sought by black
supplicants to the Supreme Court, one, that just a few years after
coming out of bondage, that African Americans must stop com-
plaining about discrimination, stand on equal footing with whites,
and cease their attempts to be "special favorites of the law."

It is precisely this same ahistorical impatience which enforms
the efforts, in the name of color blindness, of those who would
deem minority targeted scholarships to be violations of Federal
law. When governmental officials take such positions, not only do
they mislead the public down the path of further divisiveness, they
default on their responsibilities to provide equal educational oppor-
tunities in higher education, and to remedy the sad history of dis-
crimination which exists in this country.

Nothing in the applicable case law, whether it be Bakke, the
Cruson decision, or the FCC decision of last term, supports the
Office for Civil Rights' present policy with respect to minority tar-
geted scholarships. Justice Powell's opinion in regions of University
of California v. Bakke, sanctioned the use of race as a proper con-
sideration in an admissions decision, as long as it was not the ex-
clusive decision. It did not speak to the issue of financial aid. How-
ever, it would be a hollow promise if black students were told you
can be admitted to institutions of higher education, but the funding
is not available.

The key to analyzing the policy that the Department of Educa-
tion, throuffh OCR, is now attempting to implement, m best as we
can make it out, is the factor that minority scholarships are, in
fact, not the only source of money available to students within the
institutions that are under scrutiny. White students, in fact, are
not being turned away from the doors of institutions of higher edu-
cation because they do not qualify for minority targeted scholar-
ships. In fact, the vast majority of scholarship funds are available
to all students and to white students to compete for.

What is troubling, to me, about the policy and about Mr. Wil-
liams' testimony this morning, is that it is an attempt to rush
headlong into a position which has no basis in either history or
present-day reality. And that attitude is, in fact, evidenced by the
way the Department of Education has failed to adequately investi-
gate and pursue the historical discrimination that exists at the
public institutions of higher education, the 17 States that were
once under scrutiny, the 10 States that have been dismissed.
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Those States, in fact, have been judged by a standard that is woe-
fully inadequate, and some of them have been released from juris-
diction by OCR. Others are still pending under OCR's scrutiny, but
the standard that they are applying is not a standard which looks
at the results of efforts to promote educational opportunity for
black students. It is rather a weakened standard which focuses on
some kind of good faith attempt to substantially implement certain
measures that they have committed to implement, regardless of
what the outcome is.

In fact, it is ironic and telling that of the institutions that were
being considered for the Fiesta Bowl, among those institutions were
institutions which had a history of past discrimination which, in
fact, had not been eliminated. The University of Alabama is now
being sued by the Justice Department upon OCR's referral. The
University of Louisville, as Mr. Williams pointed out, is part of a
system which has not yet been released from jurisdiction by OCR.

In fact, OCR has taken steps and undermined efforts to increase
the number of blacks in colleges and universities by reversing its
historical position on higher education desegregation, by applying
this new, good faith standard instead of the effect on desegregation
standard that the law required in the past.

As a result of this new standard. OCR has released at least six
State systems of higher education from further obligations, to take
steps to dismantle segregated systems. Other States are, as I indi-
cated, currently under review.

Of the States involved in the Fiesta Bowl, as we've indicated, one
is the University of Louisville, and other States involved were for-
mally de jure States. The standards of title VI compliance used by
OCR are minimum, and not maximum, standards. They do not pro-
hibit further measures to dismantle these de jure systems of higher
education. This is especially true in light of OCR's new good faith
standard for compliance and its failure to focus on the actual suc-
cess rate in eliminating the vestiges of prior discrimination.

As I've indicated, Bakke did not call for the complete elimination
of race as a factor in determining admissions. It did not speak to
the issue of financial aid at all. And it would, indeed, be ironic, as
Mr. Williams testified, if the Federal Government were allowed to
engage in affirmative action in the form of minority scholarship
plans, as it's indicated it wishes to do, through legislative and other
measures.

And yet, States which themselves were the progenitors of inten-
tional de jure discrimination would be prohibited from administer-
ing minority scholarships.

I might add that, in another capacity, I served on the board of
trustees of my undergraduate institution, Wesleyan University, in
Connecticut. And that is an institution which has a commitment to
a minority presence on campus that runs about a quarter of a cen-
tury now. One of the concerns has beenand I don't speak for
Wesleyan now, but I speak as a former board member, in my indi-
vidual capacityone of the concerns has been the low number of
minority students who are going into graduate and doctoral pro-
grams. Therefore Wesleyan, like other institutions, set up a minori-
ty scholarship fund. That fund is targeted, specifically, for black
and other underrepresented groups.
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That fund would not be as effective if, in fact, the standards that
were applied were to be a standard that focused on economic
status, on underrepresentation, or some other basis. It certainly
would not be as effective. And here's the reason why: Although Af-
rican Americans are disproportionately poor, the vast majority of
poor people in this country, as we know, are not African American;
they are whites.

And I would support programs which expand scholarship oppor-
tunities for all students, including poor white students. And I think
Congressman Sanders has put his finger right on the point, that
part of the reason that we re in the bind we're in now, and the
reason this is so divisive, is because we have an administration
which has, for the past several years, or the past decade, or so,
drastically cut back on the amount of financial aid that is avail-
able, flowing from the Federal Government.

And yet, that same Federal Government turns around and an-
nounces, without any invitation, a policy which would then pit
those who are fighting over the crumbs, agair.st one another. That
is cynical. And it's something that I think needs to be addressed. I
don't think its good enough for the head of OCR to say, "That's not
within my bailiwick. That's a problem that I recognize, but all I'm
going to do is look at enforcing the law, and do it in this way that's
so divisive."

The point, though, is that scholarship programs which would be
implemented for disadvantaged students, while they would un-
doubtedly benefit some black students, would overwhelmingly be
white, simply because of the absolute numbers of poor white stu-
dents who would be eligible for those programs, and they would not
address the severe underrepresentation of African Americans and
other minorities in these graduate and professional schools.

Mr. WEISS. Could you bring your comments to a close?
Mr. SHAW. Yes. I also worked on a case which you're familiar

with, which is Guyer v. Tennessee, and that is a case that involved
former Governor Alexander's home State. There was a scholarship
program that was established, pursuant to the litigation that
sought to desegregate higher education. That was challenged by
the Justice Department, it was upheld by the Sixth Circuit Court of
Appeals, the Supreme Court did not take that case.

It is clear that these scholarship funds are appropriate in in-
stances where there is past historical discrimination, some of the
very institutions that Mr. Williams sought to single out in the
Fiesta Bowl incident, are institutions that fall under that category.

I hope that the new Secretary of Education backs away from this
dig as far as he can go, which is all the way, and interprets the
kke decision and the applicable case law in the way that it was

interpreted by OCR in its own regulations, in its administrative de-
cisions, prior to the announcement of this ill-conceived policy.

In fact, a government, by press release, suggested that there is
another agenda. It is not true to say that they simply took these
complaints and are trying to address protecting all persons. This is
an effort of those who have a particular agenda to reach a point of
color blindness when we simply aren't there yet.

Finally, I'd like to say, and I can't resist this, although it may be
an indiscretion, that I had an uncomfortable feeling sitting here, at
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first, and watching a panel of Members of Congress, most of whom
are white, questioning a black head of OCR, in which he was de-
fending a policy that curtailed and cramped and limited minority
scholarships, while you were seeking to expand his reading of the
law.

But upon reflection, I thought to myself that, actually, this might
be something that I should be consoled about. In fact, it reflects
that we're making a great deal of progress if, in fact, you are
taking the lead on this issue and pushing this individual, the De-
partment, and the administration to continue the efforts to expand
minority opportunities. take any questions at any time.

Mr, WEISS. Thank you, Dr. Shaw. We'll hold questions until
we've finished with the testimony of all of the panelist.

Dr. Rosser.

STATEMENT OF RICHARD ROSSER, Ph.D., PRESIDENT. NATIONAL
ASSOCIATION OF INDEPENDENT COLLEGES AND UNIVERSITIES

Dr. Ross Es. Mr. Chairman, Mr. Sanders, thanks so much for the
opportunity to testify. This is an extremely important issue, and I
want to thank you in particular, Mr. Chairman, for your oversight
of this Office for Civil Rights. I think we have all seen this morn-
ing how necessary and helpful this is.

Mr. Payne commented about the confusion out there as a result
of what we have seen over the last few months. Believe me, it's not
just confusion, it is chaos, in terms of understanding where we are
going and where we will end up. Mr. Hobson talked about the chill-
ing effect of all of this on parents and students. And believe me, it
is a chilling effect. What does this country seem to mean in terms
of its attitude towards helping us bring minorities into higher edu-
cation?

Now, I'm testifying on behalf, of course, of the National Associa-
tion of Independent Colleges and Universities, 1,600 schools, but
I'm also here on behalf of the American Counsel on Education. So
I'm going to be talking, to some degree, about all higher education,
but more specifically, about private higher education, because pri-
vate higher education has been affected more than any other
sector, I would argue, because of what started last December.

We've always had a commitment to access, in our private col-
leges and universities, and to diversity. It isn't widely known today
that, in terms of family income, family incomes of students going
to private colleges and universities now are essentially the same as
the family incomes of students going to 4-year State universities.

Another thingand this gets to the point of what we are talking
about todaywe now enroll essentially the same percentage of mi-
norities in private colleges and universities as do State colleges and
universities. And the minority percentage on our campuses is in-
creasing faster than it is at State colleges and universities. Why is
this?

It's because we are putting massive amounts of financial aid into
play to enable students to come to our institutions. Unfortunate-
lyand Mr. Sanders, I'm delighted that you mentioned thisFed-
eral aid is going down, to our students. State aid was doing fairly

4 2



39

well in some States, but now that so many States are in economic
difficulty, they're heving to cut it.

On the contrary, because of this, we have increased our own com-
mitment, from our own private institutions, to something like $4
billion this year. That's undergraduate and graduate. That is more
than all the Federal aid, including the subsidy on the Stafford
loans, that will come to students in private colleges and universi-
ties.

Now, this means, if we put this in termsand Mr. Shaw referred
to this--65 percent of our students are now receiving financial
aidand obviously, that is from all ethnic backgrounds. Seventy-
two percent of our Hispanic students are on aid, and 82 percent of
our Afro-American students. Again, I don't need to explain that.
How have we been able to do this, not just the amount of aid, but
clearyl, these special programs we're talking about?

We'.re had special scholarships for yearsyou would know these;
you've seen them listed in college catalogsfor ethnic groups, for
minorities, for men, and incidentally, also for women. And I might
notethis has not come up, but one of the things that Mr. Wil-
liams announced back in Dec?mber that he was going to investi-
gate, was a question of sexual discrimination as it would relate to
various programs. Why shouldn't we then raise into question any
scholarship specifically for men or for women?

Now, we thought we were following national policy. Again, we
had the Civil Rights Act of 1964; we had the Bakke decision, as you
said, Mr. Weiss; we then had, I think, within a few months after
that, a clarifying statement from the Department, saying that
Bakke did not limit these scholarships. We had specific departmen-
tal rulingsthis famous letter to MIT in 1981, saying that minority
scholarships for engineers were perfectly legal. VVe had the regula-
tions, which, of course, as we know, have never been rescinded.
And then, Secretary Cavazos for months had as his major theme
increasing minority participation in all of education, but in particu-
lar, in terms of higher education.

But even without all of this, our schools, our private colleges,
thought they were doing the right thing and the necessary thing.
This society is not colorblind; we all know that. We all hope we will
get to that point where it is colorblind, but not at this point.

Believe me, before I took this job I spent 10 years as president of
DePauw University, in Greencastle, IN. We had to have minority
scholarships to get students to DePauw University. This is true, I
would guess, of the majority of our private colleges and universi-
tieswhich historically, of course, were essentially white institu-
tions. We had to reach out and indicate to minorities that they
really were wanted.

Before last December, frankly, we didn't know how many pro-
grams we had among our colleges; we never had to ask. The ques-
tion was never even raised. But a few days aher Mr. Williams re-
vealed what is now apparently no changewe thought it was, at
the timewe sent out a survey to all of our schoolsincidentally,
that was on Friday, December 14, and then, on the following Tues-
day, we had the famous press conference with the release of De-
cember 18. I then sent out another letter after that, saying, "By
the way, would you tell us how many of these scholarships are
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funded out of institutional funds?" That question had never been
raised before.

These were the results: Nine out of ten independent colleges and
universities now have some kind of scholarship, one or more, spe-
cifically for minorities. One out of two of our graduate institutions
have scholarships specifically for graduate students. Most include,
of course, financial need, or merit, or some other qualification.
We're now talking about 15,000 undergraduate scholarships for mi-
norities, about 1,200 graduate scholarships. The average undergrad-
uate grant is $6,800, $9,000 for graduate students. And 80 percent
of this money comes out of institutional fundsa very critical
point, as you know.

Well, where are we now? We have this December 18 press re-
lease, which I think we need to give some attention to, because to
me, this must reflect some very careful thinking, or at least so they
thought, by the administration. I do not believe that is a Depart-
ment of Education press release. I think that is a carefully
thought-out policy by the administration.

Whether or not it was ever legalI mean, we all thought that if
it were not legal, it clearly soon would be, or the attempt would be
made to make it legal. We were very encouraged when Secretary
Alexander indicated during his confirmation hearings that he
wanted to pull that back. But yet, I know he was quoted on the
"Today Show," yesterday morning, as saying he didn't think that
there ought to be distinctions based upon race.

So I must say, I have to come back to this December 18 memo
and just indicate to you the problems that we see with it. First of
all, the administration starts out by saying it believes in voluntary
affirmative action, and I was very happy to see that. The press re-
lease alsoit doesn't say this, but clearly the implication is that
congressionally directed scholarships are perfectly legal.

State and local governmentand I don't know which local goy.
ernments give scholarships, but anyway, that was in thereState
and local government scholarships would be left to the courts; the
Department had no administrative method of endorsing these.

But then they got to private colleges and universities, and said it
was perfectly OK if we used outside funds which were given to us;
we could not use our own funds. Now what is more voluntary than
the use and designation of our own funds? Frankly, this distinction
is so bizarre that we just cannot understand it, to this day.

Incidentally, we called up the Department the next day, and they
said that word "private" should not have been in there. I haven t
heard this this morning. The word "private" should not be in
there, so therefore all institutionally provided scholarships by State
institutions, are also in question. Incidentally, there are many of
those, as I think you will hear later.

Then, we had this 4-year transition period, but yet, now I hear
that things will be held up for 6 mmithswe have those seven com-
plaintswill be held up for 6 months. But then, after that, the De-
partment apparently feels that it will have to take action. So this
4-year transition periodhow can you feel safe with that, if the De-
partment had to investigate, if it would be called upon to do so?

So consequently, we are very uneasy about this whole situation.
We think it needs to be resolved, as quickly as possible. Right now,
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we have students trying to decide whether or not they're going to
come to our schools next year. We've got our colleges and universi-
ties wondering what they should do about these programs. They'll
stick with them, but they are not very sanguine. We simply don't
know.

In my view, the only solution is to go back to where we were
with this guidance, this departmental regulation, these interpreta-
tions which served us so well for so many years. Because, if we do
not do that, if we end up somewhere in the middle, this is going to
have a devastating effect, I think, in setting back our attempts to
really make ourselves accessible to minorities from all walks of
life. Thank you very much.

[The prepared statement of Dr. Rosser follows:]

4 5



42

STATEMENT OF

RICHARD F. ROSSER, PRESIDENT
NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF rODEPENDENT

COLLEGES AND UNIVERSITIES

ON BEHALF OF THE

NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF INDEPENDENT
COLLEGES AND UNIVERSITIES

AND THE

AMERICAN COUNCIL ON EDUCATION

ON

POLICY REGARDING MINORITY SCHOLARSHIPS
OF THE

OFFICE FOR CIVIL RIGHTS
U.S. DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

BEFORE THE

SUBCOMMITTEE ON HUMAN RESOURCES AND
INTERGOVERNMENTAL RELATIONS

COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENT OPERATIONS
U.S. HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

MARCH 20, 1991

4



43

Thank you, Mr. Chairman and members of the committee. My

name is Richard F. Rosser, and I am president of the National

Association of Independent Colleges and Universities (MAIM. The

American Council on Education (ACE), an uebrella organization

representing all sctors of American higher education, joins NAXCU

in this atatament. I am very pleased to testify before you today

on an issue that is critically important to our setbers:

financial assistance in tha form of sCholarships for members of

minority groups -- and women as well.

lagsgraund

NAICU's membership includes more than 040 colleges and

universities. Our membership is as diverse as the nation itself.

NAICU institutions include traditional liberal arts colleges,

major research universities, church- and faith-related colleges,

historically black colleges and universities, women's colleges,

junior colleges, and schools of law, medicine, engineering,

business, and other professions. This extraordinary diversity

offers students a wide selection from which to choose the type of

education that will best serve their interests, needs, and

aspirations.

Enrollments at independent colleges range from fewer than 100

to more than 30,000 studentef While we enroll 21 percent of all

students, we award 33 percent of all baccalaureate degrees, 40

percent of all master's degrees, 36 percent of all doctoral
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degrees, and 60 percent of all first professional degrees in

fields such as law, medicine, engineering, and business.

Commitment to Access

HAIM institutions ars committed to increasing the enrollment

of minorities in our institutions. In 1986, the year for which

the most current statistics are available, the proportion of

minority students enrolled in four-year independent colleges and

universities was 18.2 percent, compared with 17.8 percent in

four-year state-supported institutions. Of the 18.2 percent

minority enrollment in our colleges, 8.1 percent were African

Americans, 6.2 percent were Hispanics, 3.5 percent were Asian

Americans, and 0.3 percent ware native Americans.

In order to increase the minority enrollment in our institu-

tions, we must provide financial assistance where needed, and we

do. According to the latest figures from the Department of

Education, 82 percent of all African American undergraduates

attending independent colleges and universities received financial

assistance, as did 72 percent of all Hispanic undergraduates, and

59 percent of all Asian American undergraduates. In 1986, 309,000

minority students attending public and independent colleges and

universities received a total of thrse-guarters of a billion

dollars in aid from the institutions' own resources.

-2-
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In order to assess the impact of the U.S. Department of

Education's interpretation of the legal status of scholarships

designated for minorities, the National Institute of Independent

Colleges aed Universities (KIM sent a questionnaire to its

member institutions. The survey was returned by 315 institutions.

These responses have been statistically weighted to reflect

approximately 1,600 independent colleges and universities

nationally. The results of the survey are attached to this

statement.

NIICV found that nearly nine out of ten independent colleges

and universities have one or more scholarship program. designated

for minority undergraduate students. nalf of our institutions

have programs designated for minority graduate and professional

students. Most programs use factors other than race, including

financial need and academic merit, as criteria for making an

award. Only 13.7 percent of the programs and 2.8 percent of the

funds are earmarked for scholarships awarded solely on the basis

of race.

Nearly 16,300 students receive awards under these programs --

15,100 undergraduate and 1,200 graduate students. Approximately

$114 million in aid is provided for this purpose. The average

undergraduate recipient receives $6,800 from these programs, and

the average graduate student receives $9,000. More than three-

gwrters (79.3 percent) of the funding for these programs comes

-3-
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from the institutions' ovn resources. The remainder comas from

federal (7.0 percent), state (3.8 percent) and other sources (9.9

percent). Nearly one-quarter of institutions reported that they

were able to meet the full calculated financial need of all

admitted undergraduate students.

Me Rev ocit *Policy'

The progress we have made in increasing the enrollment of

minorities was seriously undermined by the announcement from the

Education Department's Office for Civil Rights (OCR) that our

schools run the risk of violating the Civil Rights Act of 2964 if

they award race-specific scholarships. In Assistant Scrtary

Michael L. Williams's letter of December 4, 1990 to John Jumker,

xecutive director of the Fiesta Bowl, Williams stated that *the

Title VI regulation includes several provisions that prohibit

recipients of ED funding from denying, restricting, or providing

different or segregated financial aid or other program bsnefits on

the basis of race, color, or national origin. . . OCR inter-

prets these provisions as generally prohibiting race-exclusive

scholsrships." The letter goes on to say that *the universities

that those students attend (the University of Louisville and the

University of Alabama) may not directly, or through contractual or

other arrangements, assist the Fiesta Bowl in the awarding of

those scholarships unless they are subject to a desegregation plan

that mandates such scholarships.*
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On the heels of the justifiable outrage expressed by members

of the higher education and civil rights communities OCR reversed

its controversial policy announcement -- but only partially. We

ars now told that while *the administration fully endorses

voluntary affirmative action in higher education, and encourages

educational opportunities for minority and disadvantaged students.

. ED has decided that the Title VI regulations will be enforced

in euth a way as to permit universities receiving federal funds to

administer scholarships established and funded entirely by private

persons or entities where the donor restricts eligibility for such

scholarships to minority students. It goes on to say that "under

Title VI, however, private universities receiving federal funds

may not fund race-exclusive acholarships with their own funds."

Me U.S. Department of Education News Release, Dec. 19, 1990.]

We are relieved that OCR has begun to modify its position

regarding minority scholarship programs. It now believes that

scholarships (such as those awarded by the Fiesta Bowl) that ars

specifically reserved for minority students ars consistent with

Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964. However, MN has added

to the confusion about what is permissible for colleges and

universities that award scholarships to minority students from all

other sources. It has drawn a distinction between restricted

funds and other funds available to private colleges and univer-

sities to award minority scholarships. By doing so, OCR seems to

suggest that private colleges and universities may accept money

-5-
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from donors who designate that it be spent on minority scholar-

ships, but they cannot use their own funds for the identical

purposes. This notion is patently absurd, and has no legal

foundation.

The new OCR policy also conflicts with the department's

appeal to colleges and universities to find ways to enroll and

retain minority students. Its endorsement Of voluntary

affirmative action rings hollow and effectively ties our hands,

preventing us from practicing what OCR preaches.

The administration's review of the OCR policy shows that it

understands the importance of increasing the number of minorities

on our campuses -- hence the rapid revision of Assistant Secretary

Williams's first announcement. But the revision continues to

reflect a fundamental lack of knowledge about the way colleges and

universities finance their student aid programs, the overwhelming

majority of which use unrestricted funds. In fact, 61.5 percent

of all scholarship and fellowship expenditures by both public and

private institutions in 1985-86 were derived from unrestricted

funds. Ues U.S. Department of Education, National Center for

Education Statistics, "Financial Statistics of Institutions of

Higher Education," 1965-86.1 Moreover, the NTICO survey corrobo-

rates our view that the overwhelming majority of ra....-specific

scholarships awarded by independent colleges and universities are

funded from the institutions' own resources.
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Private colleges and universities use money from a variety of

sources, including restricted ocholerships (which are very few in

number) and contributions from alumni and others, to provide

financial aid. Thum aid in awarded to students based on num

taint in particular fields such as thletics, music, and science;

and diversity. Scholarships have enabled us to enroll an

increasing number of minority students who have been historically

underrepresented on our campuses. Now the OCR tells us that our

efforts to promote diversity violate federal law.

This new policy comes after a decade of guidance from the

federal government indicating that scholarships targeted for

minorities were legal. For example, in response to a complaint

filed against the Massachusetts Institute of Technology (MIT)

concerning its Minority Tuition Fellowship Program. the Office for

Civil Rights at the Department of Health and Human Services

concluded that MIT did not violate Title VI of the Civil Rights

Act of 1964 by excluding the complainant from its program. Use

letter of the Department of Health and Human Services to unnamed

complainant, Complaint Number 01-30-2046, Sept. 30, 1981.3

In its letter of findings dated September 30, 1981, OCR

wrote: "The Title VI Regulations state that . . a recipient in

administering a program may take affirmative action to overcome

the effects of conditions which resulted in limited participation
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by persons of a particular race, color, or national origin.',0 It

also cited the illustrations given in the regulations regarding

permissible voluntary affirmative action:

"Even though an applicant or recipient has never used
discriminatory policies, the servics and benefits of the
program or activity it administers may not in tact be equally
available to some racial or nationality groups. In such
circumstances, an applicant or recipient may properly gtve
special consideration to race, color, or national origin to
make the benefits of its program more widely available to such
groups, not then being adequately served. Tor example, where
a university is not adequately serving meabers of a Particular
racial or natkonallty groun it may establish special recruit-
ment policies to maks its program better known and more
readily available to such group, end take other steps tg
provide that group with more adequate service.° (Emphasis
added).

MAR Alag letter of R. Randolph, Acting Director, OCR, U.S. Depart-

ment of Education, to Dr. Paul F. Gray, President, MIT, September

30, 1981, in which ED reached the same result.]

The OCR in the Department of Education reached the same

conclusion in 1982: °The [Title vI] Regulation explains that

remedying the effects of past discrimination may require more than

the application of a race-neutral policy and . . that voluntary

affirmative action in the absence of past discrimination may

include race-conscious behavior.° 'km U.S. Department of Educa-

tion, Office of the Assistant Secretary for Civil Rights, letter of

Burton Taylor, Director, to unnamed complainant (March 24, 1982).]

To my knowledge, the OCR regulations cited in these letters of

findings (34 C.F.R. Section 100.3(b)(6)(ii) and Section 100.5(i))
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have not been rescinded or revised in any manner. To do so would

require notice in the yederal Register and opportunity for the

public to comment. We have seen no such notices. Thus, we must

queation the procedural and legal bases for the recently announced

policy change that clearly conflicts with the policy embodied in

the above-mentioned letter of findings.

Moreover, none of the Supreme Court decisions that may be

relevant in this case support the OCR's policy reversal. 1622

e.g., Reatnts of the University of California v. Bakke, 438 U.S.

2155 (1978); and City of Richmond v. J.A. Croson Co., 109 S. Ct. 706

(1989).3 In fact, OCR found in 1983 that the Bakke decision, which

was based on a controversial adaissions policy at the University of

California at Davis, was not controlling as to the award of

financial aid. It went on to state that the use of voluntary

affirmative action efforts was consistent with Am.. (222

Department of Education Memorandum to Gilbert D. Roman, Regional

Director, Region VIII, from Joan Standlee, Deputy Assistant

Secretary for Civil Rights, regarding policy clarification re Title

VI and minority fellowship programs at the University of Denver

(March 22, 1983).]

In 1969, OCR reportedly dismissed a complaint against the

University of Colorado Medical School, which awarded financial aid

to minority students under the Patricia Roberts Harris Fellowships

program. Egg/ Washington Post, December 15, 1990.1 This is a
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program created by COngress and administered by the Department of

Education. It is ironic that the department approves of federally

funded scholarships that Congress establishes for groups tradi-

tionally underrepresented in higher education, but not of privately

funded efforts initiated by the colleges themselves to schieve the

same goals. Surely the drafters of the Civil Rights Act of 1964

did not intend this result.

The steps that our colleges have taken and will continut to

take to increase the number of underrepresented students on our

campuses are entirely consistent with the nation's policy to

promote equal educational opportunity for all Americans. The

legislation that the 101st Congress considered (and in one case

approved) exemplifies the goal of providing access to higher

education for all students. For example, the Twenty-First Century

Teachers Act (H.R. 4130) would have awarded financial assistance to

institutions of higher education for programs to identify, recruit,

and retain students to enter the teaching profession. In this

legislation, minorities were specifically earmarked for assis-

tance. In the Excellence in Mathematics, Science and Engineering

Education Act, Public Law 101-589, signed into law by President

Bush on November 16, Congress stated that "women and minorities are

significantly underrepresented in the fields of mathematics,

science and engineering," and that its national objective was,

among other things, to "substantially increase the number of women
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and minorities pursuing careers in mathematics, science and engi-

neering." Title TV of the legislation is specifically targeted to

encourage Women and minorities to enter the math, science, and

engineering fields.

You are no doubt aware of the minority and gender-based

scholarships provided under the Higher Education Act of 1965 as

emended, including the Patricia Roberts Harris Graduate Fellowships

for financially disadvantaged women and minorities, which was

funded at $17.6 million in FY 1991, and the Minority Participation

in Graduate Education Program, funded at $5.9 million in FY 1991.

What we are doing in higher education with our own resources is no

less important. Our goal is the same -- to recruit and retain

minority students and women, who have been historically under-

represented in higher education.

I have suggested in my testimony that gender-based scholar-

ships are in jeopardy under the OCR,. recent interpretation of the

law. Title IX of the Education Amendments of 1972 derives from and

is analogous to Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964. [lea 20

U.S.C. Section 1681 et egg.] Thus, programs established by many

colleges and universities for the purpose of recruiting and

retaining underrepresented women in various academic and profes-

sional fields may also be of questionable legality.
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I wish to emphasize that scholarships used to recruit and

retain underrepresented minorities anS woman ars not muotaa.

Quotas deny access to higher education, and without a court order,

may be illegal under both the Constitution and federal statutes.

Minority or gender-based scholarships do not establish or consti-

tute a barrier. While scholarships may make it easier for minority

students to attend a given institution, they guarantee neither

entry to nor graduation from an institution.

ThaggiLunderjklexander's Leadershio

The OCR policy leaves many issues unresolved. For example,

the Decembel IS, 1990 statement does not make clear whethr

programs that consider factors in addition to race (but for which

race is the primary criterion or Is given substantial weight) are

consistent with Title VI. May "race-plus" criteria be used to

benefit subgroups (e.g. African Americans and Hispanics) and not

others (e.g. Asians), where the latter group is not underrepre-

sented in the student population? What if race-exclusive

scholarships are only part of a larger pool of student aid funds

and nonminorities are in no way barred frow receiving other aid to

attend college?
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During his confirmation hearing on February 6, 1991,

Socretary-designate Lamar Alexander testified that he would restore

the status quo prior to the December 4, 1990 announcement and would

initiate a review of the entire issue. While we are pleased that

Governor Alexander has rescinded the December 4 and 28 press

statements, we musk urge that any review proceed "with all

deliberate speed," as the Supreme Court urged in grown V. Board ot

Zducation. Colleges and universities should not be left painfully

waiting until the confusion created in December is finally

resolved.

Secondly, the OCR review should not resalt in a restoration of

the December policies. There is nothing in the spirit or the

letter of the civil rights law that justifies the conclusion that

private colleges and univert.ities may not use their own resources

to fund minority scholt: Nor, would we argue, is there

anything to support O..s absolute bar of scholarship programs that

take race into account.

Thirdly, no institution whose financial aid policies are

scrutinized during this review and who fully cooperates with OCR's

investigation should be exposed to undue liability or prosecution.

Finally, we must urge that all future policies enunciated by OCR be

issued using the notice and comment process set forth in the

Administrative Procedure Act. At the very least, oCR should not

engage in policymaking by press release. Such actions undermine

-13-
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the democratic principles that are the foundation of the admini-

strative rulemaking process.

N. hope that Secretary Alexander will work with NAICU and

other members of the higher education community to achieve a policy

consistent with the purposes for which the Civil Rights Act was

established.

Oncluai2n

The National Association of Independent Colleges and

Universities calls upon the administration to rescind permanently

and unequivocally the policy directive embodied in the Education

Department's December 18, 1990, news release. If the administra-

tion does not exercise leadership in this issue, it will Cell into

question virtually every financial aid program of every private

college and university in the country, create chaos on our

campuses, instigate a barrage of unwarranted litigation, further

discourage minority students from applying to college, and

exacerbate the severe shortage of educated workers that this nation

will face in the next century.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman, for your leadership and vigorous

oversight of OCR throughout the years. We value your commitment to

equal opportunity in education.
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"mum EMSULTS
=ICU SURVEY ON MINORITY SCSOIARSNIPS AT
INDEPENDENT COLLEGES AND UNIVERSITIES

In order to assess the impact of the U.S. Department of
Education's interpretation of the legality of scholarships designated

for minority students, tarm sent a questionnaire to its 824 member

institutions. The following summary is based on 313 responses that

have been statistically weighted to reflect approxisately 1,600
independent colleges and universities nationally. All data refer to

the 1990-91 academic year.

Nearly nine out of ten (89.3 percent) independent c01209.4 and
universities have one or sore scholarship programs designated for

minority undergraduate students. Ralf (49.3 percent) of independent
institutions have scholarship progress designated for minority

graduate and professional students.

In addition to race, most programs (86.3 percent) and most of the

funds (97.2 percent) include financial need, academic merit, or

other factors among the criteria for caking an award. Just 13.7

percent of the programs and 2.8 percent of the funds are for
scholarships in which race is the sole criterion for Raking an

award.

Approximately 16,300 students receive awards under these programs --
15,100 undergraduates and 1,200 graduate and professional students.

Independent colleges and univerreities award approximately $114
million in aid under these programs. Most (90.8 percent) is for aid

to undergraduate students.

The average award Is $6,800 per undergraduate student and $9,000 Per

graduate student.

The institutions themselves are the principal source of funds for

these programs. Mors than three-quarters (79.3 percent) of the

scholarships are from institutional resources. The remaining
portion comes from federal (7.0 percent), state (3.8 percent) and

other (9.9'percent) sources.

Approximately one-quarter (24.5 percent) of independent colleges and
universities reported that they are able to meet the full calculated
financial need of all admitted undergraduate students.

3/91
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Mr. WEiss. Thank you. Dr. Rosser.
Dr. Stewart.

STATEMENT OF LAWRENCE GLADIEUX, WASHINGTON DIRECTOR,
THE COLLEGE BOARD, ON BEHALF OF DONALD M, STEWART.
PRESIDFNT

Mr. Gl.r..DIEUX. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. My name is Larry
Gladieux, I'm Washington director of the College Board. Don Stew-
art, president of the College Board, sends regrets, he feels very
deeply about this issue.

Mr. WEiss. My apologies to you.
Mr. GLADIEUX. That's all right. He feels very deeply about this

issue, wanted to deliver his statement himself, today, but last
minute circumstances made that impossible.

Mr. WEISS. Well, you know we have his prepared statement;
that's in the record, in it's entirety, and I hope that you would
simply summarize his, or your, thoughts.

Mr. GLADIEUX. I will do so, very briefly. Last December, when
this issue first came in to the national spotlight, the College Board,
which represents 2,700 member schools and colleges, expressed op-
position to the apparent change in policy by OCR. We were con-
cerned about the legal implications, but more immediately, we
were concerned about the chilling effect, which has been men-
tioned several times this morning, the negative signal that is sends
to young people.

Don Stewart submitted testimony to the Education and Labor
Committee at that time, and Don Stewart, who is an Africar.-Amer-
ican himself, delivered a personal and direct message to minority
students, and I think that bears repetition now.

He said to students, "Do not be discouraged. The recent contro-
versy over minority scholarships may be confusing, but the oppor-
tunity and the funds are still there. Don't let an ill-timed and ill-
considered press release by one Federal official in the Department
of Education deter or shatter your dream of higher education.

At the College Board, we operate the college scholarship service,
and we have learned, over the years, that even the discussion of
possible cuts in financial aid for college-bound students creates the
impression that aid has, in fact, been reduced or eliminated. And
as a result, many may not apply for the aid that is there for them,
and that they need. l'hat happened in the early 1980's, with the
headlines about major cuts, or elimination, of Federal student aid.
The announcement on race-based scholarships, in December, uo
doubt has had something of the same, again, chilling effect.

Minority scholarships are only one strategy, but an important
strategy in democratizing access to higher education and fostering
diversity on our campuses. Like the National Association of Inde-
pendent Colleges and Universities, we have conducted a survey of
our College Board members on the awarding of such scholarships.
And the preliminary results might help to put this issue in per-
spective and will supplement the NAICU survey.

In our survey, we found that about 1,000 public and private col-
leges award some type of minority scholarships. But only 10 per-
cent of those colleges awarding minority scholarships award any of
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that aid exclusively on the basis of minority status. The other 90
percent considered financial need or other criteria, such as academ-
ic standing or leadership, in addition to minority status.

And overall, relatively small percentages of financial aid are in-
volved. At the schools offering minority scholarships, only 4 per-
cent of all grants and scholarships are awarded on the basis of mi-
nority status plus financial need. Three percent are awarded on the
basis of minority status plus some other criteria, besides financial
need. Only 0.3 percent of grant scholarship awards are made on
the basis of minority status exclusively.

Any policy or action by the Office for Civil Rights that would end
these programs, or put a cloud over these efforts, sends the wrong
signal and points us in the wrong direction. We urge the new Sec-
retary of Education to clear away the fog and unequivocally re-
scind the December policy statements by Mr. Williams and by
Office for Civil Rights.

If these policies, or apparent policy changes, are allowed to
stand, the clear message it will send to young minority men and
women is that their options are limited. Coming after so many
years of trying to encourage broader and fairer access to a higher
education, as a matter of social justice and for our economic well-
being as a country, that would be a tragic outcome.

Our testimony boils down to two messages: To minority students:
Do not be discouraged; the aid is still there; it's still possible to go
to college. And to the new Secretary of Education: Please clear
away the fog. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

(The prepared statement of Mr. Stewart follows:]
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wRIITEN STAIIMEN1
by

DONALD M. tslfWART

PROICItNY, /HI COCl/6t BOARD
to the

Ov1RNMINT onIAAIIONS SUROMMIIIII ON HOMAN Pf\OOFhP,
V.S. (ONidliSS
HARD/ 20, 19'll

want to commend the Chair of this subcommittee, Reprocentative Ted weiss,

for (ravening Inday's hear)ng and tor providing a forum to discuss further the

awarding of zace-sperifir scholarships. tIn behalf of the College Board', 2803)

member schools, colleges and uniwersities, I am pleased to offer testimony yn

an issue of such importance not only to minority students, thrir educational

access and opportunity, but also to the vitality of American education.

lost December, when this issue first tame Into the national tpotlight as a

result of Assistant ;rerretary tor 1, ivil Rights Michael Williams abrupt
anneghtement limiting the use 0 care.cm !fit scholarships, the college Board

eApressed its opposition to the policy. I Was concerned not only with the

legal implicatIons of the announcement, but also with the damaging and

negative effect it might have on the' educational hopes of minority Staliffilf,
4$ a Washingtoo Rost editorial stated, "the signal sent might discourage not

only applicants, but also institutions that might fear legal oz othel

governmental impediments In perfectly constitutional efforts to ihannet

certain grants to poor minority youths.'

this message to students at that time beaus repetition now: Po not be

discouraged. the recent controyersy °ter minority Sthoiarchlps may he

confusing. .
Rut the opportunity and the lands are still there. Don't let

an Ill-timed and ill-considerrd press release by one Assistant Cecretary in

the Department of fdlication deter yr shatter your dream of higher education

In the intervening months. I have been encouraged by the statements ef

Seiretary of fducation amr Alrlander during his nomination hearings when he

noted that the policy announced by. Mr, Williams created "a missive amount of

unnecessary confusion"; further, he said clleges needed to tell minority

students that 'we avant }nu in" and no college shou/d "slow down in its effort

wh/le waitiefl for the Department to tlArify the issue. Thr secretary's

announced plan to fully re. len fir. p.1 ny, n, ,1 1.7

V".30 t 'or{ w I t i Truk' L,r . t r . . .

mintier s cif nrir tsro. /it 1,1 31
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As the President of the College Beard. An educational rmosfatioo serving

students, schools and colleges through programs designed to expand educational

opportunity, I hate learned over the years that even the discussion of
possible ruts in tinancial aid tor collegv-bound students creates the

impression that aid has in fact been reduced ot eliminated, And as d result

many may not apply for the aid that they needand is there tor them. I do

not want that to happen in this most recent and unfortunate controversy.

A., An educator, and an African Amesican, talie pride in the progtess that ),.0,

been made since 1 was a college student in the number of minorities going Iv

college. It should be noted for the record that the number of black men and

women attending college has increased civet the past decade, as has thr mate,

cif Hispanic men and women. Ihe scores of Aturtan American students en OW NA1

eAams have increased signiticantly ever the part 10 years, rien as those of

white students have remained the same, And the number of minoraty students

taking and doing well in cur Adianied Placement courses has increased by lcsI

511'Ce 1gfi5-

And yet, even though Stioltirdrd pfoyset.v hes been made, much remains te bri

done. Ovia the past decade the number of black and Hispanic men and otoMen

graduating Item high school has grown mole wiftly than the number going on to

college. AS a consequence, for eyample. the proportion of black high school

graduates aged IS to 24 going to college has leveled off. On a percentage

basis, it has remained at percent in the decade ot the P./Ns. More

ominously, the American Count ii ini Education reports that delPren attaiment

for these groups has det tined in recent years. Thus, Mr. Withams chose the

ralicf timv, nhen minority college enrollment rates are stagnant, to issue the

reversa, in innTley,

M)fliirifs sktieleti hae been ieLogriged as an essential strategy in

encouraging d4if ity in the college and unriersitv student popitatien. I

agree with Donna Chancellor of the University of Wtsconsin at

Madison, that no iollege or university can Ani, longer call itself great nole

its administrators, faculty, Programs and students fully reflect the rich,

multicultural diversity of contemporary Alilf.r1k a. On a legal basis. Title 51

of the ficil Rights Alt ef I01s4 has lonq been interpreted aLd implemented to

Permit minority scholarship otvgiams, either iS part of court.ordered or

department - apes (licit dewgregal ion plan* or as legitimate efforts fir 1 nc reaSis

the number of underrepresented minorities en campus and to premote diyersit,.

last Ilviembri, when first konfionted with this issue, there V.V. a dedith of

intrormtion about the numbers and amounts 01 these stholarshys at various

higher edniation institutions. from our College Poard Annual Surey of

Colleges, we knew that approkimatelv 1,000 institutions ,NwArded aid that iras

based at least in part on minority status, We sent a follonvp survey to then*.

thousand schnnls, seeking mcor intrm.ation on their awards. The findings are

suMmdll%ed in the attachet tahle'il I
mill lnst highlight a few of the ',UrVes'!.

piellamnarl. findings heir.

ywy 10 , k

V4- t 1. t.

1,44 et het if I a n , s uteri , ,1 f1,1

ivadei.hip.

45-745 0 91 3
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At the schools with minority scholarships, 4 percent of
grants/scho)arships are awarded on the basis of minority status plus

financial nerd. 3 perTent are awarded on the basis of minority status
plus som other criteria besides financial need. Only U.i percent

granfischolaiship awards are made on the basis of minority status
alone.

Payroll, institutional funds air thr major source pf both minority
grants/scholarships based on need and minority grants/schoalrships
where factors such as academics are considered. Restricted funds ary

the second largest source of such awards, and public fund% third. The

proportions of funds provided for minority grants and scholarships
from different sources varies significantly among institutional

sectors, however.

At the thousand colleges awarding minority grants and scholarships, 76 percent
yl the awards where financial need is a considetation come from institutional

and restricted sources. 8i percent of the awards for minority students who
also eocril at such things as academics and leadership, but who do not hoar
financial need, come from institutional and restricted funds. Clearly, these

colleges believe that such awards are a priority.

The needs of out minority youth arc apparent and we should leain from the
response of our higher education institution% and their donors.

Ply Pciila 0, difloo hc f/w Offiie of Civil Rights that would end these
programs would not only undo the progress we hare made in increasing the
diveisity of students en campuses, but it would also have a secondary
consequence of discouraging potential donors from giving to higher edutation

in general.

Despite the atteRpts by. the Office of Civil Rights to clarify the initial

statements, there are still many unanswered questions. I urge the new

Secretary of Education to put the uncertainties created by Mr. Williams'
annnouncement last year aside. As the new Secretary assumes his position in

the Cabinet I urge him to plate high on hi% agenda the thorough review of the
minority scholarship ISSue that he promised And to unequivocally rescind the
statements made by Mr. Williams. lf this policy is allowed to stand, the
clear message it will send to young minority mien and women is that their
options are limited and their higher education goals are a matter of
iodifference to this nation. Coming after so many years of trying to
encourage broader and fairer access to a college education in America. AS A
matter of social justice and for our national economic well being, that would
he a tragic outcome indeed.

In closing let me share with yoo remoras made by lou Harris, to the College
Board's National Forum two years ago: "Ry the end of the nevt decade, our

Coontry poll have either ..,utivedeit of fai cc1 WI 1 p, ,T at 1,,uu h t''
open the doors of oppor tuniti itcr,.? 1 , c,, to, )1 ,

!Fmk ;MO them ( +Pot cxe. tril trpi ,,c I I ficqr cl
strOMOV COMMItIlie Acrie, cia th,ft ccll t- tif ,ii, of fh, fh.t ct

fail... that will coodemn ui to second tier cennme( %/Men, as a nation, Mary

it well.'

attachment

145/pb14

03/18/91
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45U3w.grbusA,rn,,e New TZt No£A TCON 6:.s:

711 8000

Dear Colleague.

The recent U.S. Depaitrnem of hisization staternent about th legality of scholarships awarded to

students on the basis of mMority status has caused a great deal of discussion speculation, and concen;

in the higher education community and the public medta. Data from the College Boards Annual

Surveyor ColleFes show a gmwing number of instimiorts of:zring such scholarships. 1-1,0.0,cr, the:e

are few "hard" facts on numberN of these awards, dollar amounts, and sources of funds 1.*Iat can inforir

the current discussion. The College Board, 1.1 its role as irdormation provider to both the edintationai

community and the pubhc, is undertaking the collection of these additional data.

On the 1990 Annual Survey of Colleges you: inshrunon indi,-.2:ed that you ass ard sonie scholarship

money on the basis of minority status. eithe: CV:111;ivc;), or in conjunction with odic:- faztors such as

need The enclosed brief questionnaire is designed to gate:mom detailed infonnatior. ajtthcso
scholarships, Although you probably Just rtiiietitiv, col-Ili:I:tr.' this year's Annual Survey of Colleges

and may have re oeived one or more survey 5 On th1C sh.c hope that you s.iIi spend the

additional time ID supply this imponant supTlementary data As far as we know this y is thc

one which COVeeS all segments of accredned ur cduzaticr... and thus 1s ah'io :0 pro'. de 3 C:7;c7=n:

national picture on this 555zic

The efala cotle::e:' on this sw-vr.s te rer .)r:ed .::;ve,:;:e fort: -7 H.:::

identified with i:s spec:fit. ..aana.

Enclosed is a self-addressed enve%!:tx' fOr n:rumingi. the questiinut:.it :,u

can send your sor.ey using our fas r:'r. C I Prse reuser. I
If you have any questions or would like to d::-..;ss th:s trfore p:ea.se

contact me 31(21217i Sl

February lu9i
Enclosure
cc- Office of the President

sonprett eclocal..crs:u a5sc,c: .i

p.
tv.

bean :
. -11,1 re: tor atiri Se:\ i.
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COLLEGE BOARD SURVEY ON GRANTS/SCHOLARSHIPS BASED ON
MLNORITY STATUS

On the Annual Survey of Colleges, your institution indicated that you have least one, undergraduate
grant or scholarship, funded or administered by your institution, for which minority status is used as n

critenon in making the award decision. The following questions are designed to collect further
Information about these scholarships which are currently the focus of major public interest We
not use any or these dat.a in specific connection with your institution.

For the purpose of this survey, "minority" includes American Indian Alaskan native, Asian Amerioan
Pacific Islander, black, and Hispanic. 'Grants and scholarships" includes tuition
remissions or waivers and gift aid funded from tuition revenues, other reeno.v,, unrestricted
and restricted gifts. endowment income, and federal, state, and local appropriatioT;,, It doe,
riot include awards for which your instamtion does not select recipient-s .

plc= juathdr_sulattazzuhr._12 ilLan Acadcmiggar,

Tht data tha: you and Your coilezries prcrizie m thi.Y survey win be wied ir. aggregate form
o21^ inst:;::on win nor be i.c.?ericed with its spec::

For grants, scholarships based on minord: tatiss need:

a. How many minanzy studen: received such sw arri$^

h What the total dollar amount c;'...1'..V5t swarris^ $

c. What percent of this mone:. came from:
Federal, state, or local government appropriat3ons^
Institutional fund:, ttuition and other revenues.

endowment income, unrestricted gifts.; that werr
desigr.ated for minorities yoi.n- institution? 7F

Restricted gifts that were designated for minorities
by the original donor' .76

For grants scholarships hased on minority status wishou:

How many minority students received su:}1swianis? "P.

h: What was the total dora- "mount of these awards^ 17: $

c; What percent of this money came from
Federal, state, or local government appropriatior,s' t 7,J

Institutional funds (tuition and other revenues,
endowment income, unrestricted gifts' that were
designated for minorities by your institution?

Restricted gifts that were designated for minorities
by the original donor? (7 LI

GS
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3. If any of the sun-rat& minority -status scholarships (question 2 above) are bused exclusively en
minority statu3 (with nit regard to any other criteria euxh as academies, leadership, etc.):

ad How many minorits students received such swards?

b) What was the total dollar amount of these awards?

c) What percent cif due money came from:
Fedr ml, state, or local governsaint 0ppropnations7
Instinr-ionel funds (tuition and other revenues,

nkiowment income, tuirestric4d gifts) that airs
demignated for minorities by your institution?

Restricted gifts that were designated for minorides
by the fmiginal donor?

(7M)

(7N) $

(7/')

(7Q.)

(711)

In ord sr to put the intsrmation from the previous three questions in context, what was
the total number of awards and dollar amount of insautiontilly funded or administered
grants and scholsrehi's provided by your instituton to undergraduates in the
19.89-Pt/academic year?

a) Total numb' r grant-s/scholarship Awards.

b) Total dollar .irrtount of these awards:

?came and title of p.Irson completing survey.

(7S)

(77,

Please return by February 20, 1991 to:

Jean Marione
Director, Information Services

The College Bond
45 Columbus Avenue

New York. NY 10023-6992
Ras: (212) 713-3143

6
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GOThe College Board
17, 7 Maas*, 1%.,POS A .,,r, N i't Vt., P ^7', " 0 C 200 tf.

PRIl1M1NAR) ANAUSIS Of (011EGF BOARD SURVEY ON GRANTS/SCHOLARSHIPS
HAW ON MINORITY SIAM

AS OF 3/15/91

Numbers and Amyrrit of Awards: .4rants/$cholarships based on
Plynerrty Status ,glos Need

Two-year

Number of Awards
Total Mynorlt)

Amount of Awards
Total MInorrty

Peblic 25,332 1,003 (4%) S 19,356,570 $ 611,262 (

PrIvate 410 18 (4') $ 109.119 S 16,004 051
Total

four-year

?5,742 1,019 (40 $ 19,475.889 $ 679,766 ( 31.)

?55.436 9,4,13 (4') S4520646,842 S 14,970,878 ( 4%)
Pri,,ate 134 8f3 4,937 (4'0 S387.04F,418 S 17,815.840 ( 5,)
Total 340:249 14,4iD (4') $739,690,250 $ 32.736,668 (

IOTAl 416,041 15,449 (4).) $759,166,139 S 33,365,934 ( eV.)

71
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7n1 The Cn liege oar d

PRI! 1MINAN1 ANAIYSIS 0! 10t11 r,1 POD 1101411 ON 644N1,,,'SUNOIANSHIrS
B4Sf0 ON M1NORIII 10A104

/0, OF 3/15/q1

h.mhers ant! Amount et Awafds: Non Ne0 6rantciScholafships hased on

Msno,st Stdtus and Other Crtterid (atademsfs, leaders) ip. eh.)

%Ater ti Ammsds
Total Mincsity

14,4( 874 (i')

Amount ot Amards
lotal Msowit

S 74,185JAS S I,IQP,744 (

PVIrAte 0 n (tr) 0 S 0 1 0-)

Total

four-( a,-

i4,481 (r) S $ j,10P,744 I 5

:74,511 c4,44 (3 1 517t,,:93.104 $ 1S,0,qt4 ( f's )

Pfsvate 1)M,BN5 1,4h0 (1.) $300,734,77,, $ ( 1

Total 373,3'19 10,704 (.1°) S677,0?7,87q S ?700,166 ( ;)

101AI 407,880 11,57A ( 5701,413,484 S 73,900,110 ( )
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The College Board

PHlt1MiNARy ANAW,Ic OT lOt Ubi BOARD SURVPI ON OMITS/
R4510 ON M(NORIlt STATUS

AS OF .1/1501

01ARSH1Ps

NOMiWth and Amount 0 Arnards: 6rants/Schule/sh based uh

1rno-year

PlInc.rnit. Status I

Numhyr- 17 Arnold',

'Iota) Mlhorlt)

lw

Amount of Arnoyds

Total

Public 34.481 38C WI S ?4,3135,65 S 884,457 ( 4'd

Pr)vatrn 0 0 ) S V $ 0 ( U ,)

Total 34,481 3PC ft) S ;74,385,6i5 S 884,45? ( 4 )

Fouv-yeaT
Public :74,514 744 (0.l',1 Si7b,J93,104 S 1,053.490 (0.3 I

"rivate 98,88; i7 (0.r) $300,744,7?4 $ 05,617 (D.P3

Total 373,394 pol [0.-,..) Sb77.077,ro $ 1,14,4,f,p2 (0_2 )

TOTAI 407,880 1.11Q (V.(,) 5701.413.484 $ 7.034,054 (0.2'7
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TheCollegeBoard
1'17 Massai 11.$eit, Co ,.,.. N ri Nes" 1,2.0. ID c 200,.+t
t:0:. ,3 3: , I 34

PRFIIMINARY ANALYSIS OF HUM BOARD SURVEY ON GRANTS/SCROIARSHIPS
94SEO ON MINORITY STATUS

AS OF 3/1S/41

Sourc s of Alvards: Grants/Scholarships based on
Minority Status plus Need

Average percent of awards coming from"
Public funds 1nSt. funds Restricted gifts

Two-year
Public 3tri 25'k 41'4

Private 51:1 '13', 3t'.

All two-VI 3;?".

Four-year
Public. 341. i,' 77.
Private 10. 49. 4W,
All four-yr 22". 42'.

T0141 24

freicents M8y not add to 100'. because of rounding.
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The College Dowd

PRHIMIN:40 ANAtISP, Of (OltfC4 BOARD MAW, ON fiRAN1S/SCHOIARNHIPN
flACIP ON M1NORIll SlAloN

AN Of 3115191

Smiles ol Awards: Non-Need GiantS/SOolarchips based on
Minority Status and Other Criteria {academics, ledder0ip,

Average percent of awards coming from"

Public tunas Jost. funds Restricted gilts

Two-yedr
Public 77. 42., 2W,

Private Or, h' 10,i'

All two-)o-

feur-yeai

77 17' AO,

Putlic
Private 4. 78

Al/ four-p 14-, G7 lb

101Al 17, 61

*Percents M4y not dad to 100% becallw, of
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ji The Coltege Board

ANA!)!sif, Of (ARUM AgAPP Y.INY11 ON GRAM /CHOIAP,H1f,f,
Eizst9 UN MINORIll

AS Ol 311Y91

Sources vi Awdrd.: Grants/SLbelarship... based on

"Iwo-year

Public

Minority Status without Regard to Need

Average percent of AwArdS comfng from'
Publit fupds Ire.t. funds Restricted gift,.

27, 4':

Priwdtv 0 W. 100
1111 tAD-vr

four-year
PublIC 2 4 '1M

Private t '8 ll
All toot-yr 14', 67 lb

MAL

"Perconts ma. not Add to 100, because of iounding.
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Mr. WEISS. Thank you, Mr. Gladieux.
Mr. Sanders.
Mr. SANDERS. No questions.
Mr. WEISS. I think that this is really outstanding testimony, and

I very rauch appreciate your coming before us to give your insights
as to where we actually are. There is a suggestion, over the course
of these past few days, that if, in fact, we held this hearing, we
would be sending the wrong signals. And I think that your testimo-
ny has indicated the proper signal to send.

And hopefully, as I said earlier, the Secretary, upon reviewing
your testimony and upon reviewing the testimony of Mr. Williams,
and, hopefully, having some conversations with some other people
in the Department, will conclude that before he came on as Secre-
tary, things took place in the Department that should have not
have. And as I say, if there is no problem, the problem is when you
try to fix it. Thank you very much for your participation.

Let me, for the record, Mr. Hobson has indicated that he wanted
tevote no, by proxy.

The subcommittee will stand in recess until 3 p.m. on Thursday,
March 21, or until such other time as the Chair shall announce.
The subcommittee now stands in recess.

[Whereupon, at 12:40 p.m., the subcommittee adjourned, to recon-
vene at 3 p.m. Thursday, March 21, 19911

7S



DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION'S RACE-SPEC1FIC
SCHOLARSHIP POLICY

THURSDAY, MARCH 21. 1991

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
HUMAN RESOURCES AND

INTERGOVERNMENTAL RELATIONS SUBCOMMITTEE
OF THE COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENT OPERATIONS,

Washington, DC
The subcommittee met, pursuant to notice, at 3 p.m., in room

2203, Rayburn House Office Building, Hon. Ted Weiss (chairman of
the subcommittee) presiding.

Present: Representatives Ted Weiss, Donald M. Payne, Craig
Thomas, William H. Zeliff, Jr., and David L. Hobson.

Also present: James Gottlieb, staff director; Marc Smolonsky,
professional staff member; Mitchell Zeller, associate counsel; Ann
Marie Atkins, staff assistant; and Stephen D. McMillan, minority
professional staff, Committee on Government Operations.

Mr. Wziss. Today the subcommittee continues its hearing that
began yesterday, on race-based scholarships. Because one of the
witnesses requested by the subcommittee refused to appear, the
subcommittee authorized a subpoena to compel his testimony. Last
night I was informed that the Department had decided to allow
Richard Komer, the Deputy Assistant Secretary for Policy, to
appear today.

Before we begin, I want it to be clear that there would have been
no need for yesterday's subpovia vote or today's session had the
Department cooperated with the subcommittee. Every step in our
review has been met with intransigence. When I originally request-
ed documents related to minority scholarship program, the Depart-
ment withheld most of the key information, and then, only provid-
ed it under the Federal subpoena.

When subcommittee staff asked to interview OCR employees in-
volved with minority scholarships, those requests were refused.
And when we requested the appearance of Richard Komer, Deputy
Assistant Secretary for Policy, he refused to appear. I am pleased
that we can now proceed. Mr. Komer, welcome.

Before we start, Mr. Williams, you're still under oath. Mr.
Korner, will you stand?

[Witness sworn.)
Mr. WEISS. Thank you. Mr. Williams, did you make any attempts

to dear the minority scholarship policy through the White House,
prior to sending the letter to the Fiesta Bowl?

t 75)
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STATEMENT OF MICHAEL L. WILLIAMS, ASSISTANT SECRETARY
FOR CIVIL RIGHTS, U.S. DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION, ACCOM-
PANIED BY RICHARD KONER, DEPUTY ASSISTANT SECRETARY
FOR POLICYContinued
Mr. WILLIAMS. No, I did not.
Mr. WEISS. Will you pull the micrnphone just a little bit closer to

you? It's not very sensitive. Mr. Williams, sometime after the
Fiesta Bowl decision became a matter of public record, did you ad-
dress the OCR staff, in the auditorium of Federal Office Building
No. 6, about the issue of minority scholarship; and the controversy
surrounding the Fiesta Bowl decision?

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. Chairman, I think I addressed the OCR staff
on the day of the announcement of the National Enforcement
Strategy, which was December 11, and mentioned the issue with
regard to the Fiesta Bowl, but I do not recall holding a meeting
specifically with OCR staff regarding the Fiesta Bowl.

Mr. WEISS. Did you announce, during that meeting, in sum or
substance, that you had received a telephone call from the most
important person in the country, and that you had that person's
support for the Fiesta Bowl decision?

Mr. WILLIAMS. That was a telephone call that, I think, a number
of people are now aware of. The President called me after Decem-
ber 12 to express, in a very, very short conversation, basically say,
"Just hang in there, everything will be all right." And I called a
meeting with my staff to advise the staff of that telephone call.

The conversation between the President and myself was not
about the Fiesta Bowl letter; it was not a way of expressing his po-
sition, one way or another, on the letter. He was calling, basically,
to say, "I know there's probably a lot of heat; everything will be all
right. Just hang in there."

Mr. W EISS. Durilig yesterday's hearing, you stated that it was
your position that the Bakke decision was not limited to admis-
sions, but was also extended to financial aid. Following the Bakke
decision, OCR issued an number of opinions that the ruling did not
apply to financial aid cases. Let me quote two of these.

We do not consider it proper to extend the Bakke decision from admissions poli-
cies to all race-conscious actions by universities. Admissions quotas. the policy at
issue. and Bakke, unlike many other policies. may result in the exclusion of an indi-
vidual from a university on the base of race or national origin. The availability of a
particular financial aid program does not have such a far-reaching affect

And in another case:
We do not believe that Bakke is controlling as to the award of student financial

aid. as a decision that addresses relating only to admissions.

Now, Mr. Williams, at what point in time did the Department
change this policy?

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. Chairman, you have read from two docu-
ments, one, if I could, just for the record, is a 1982 document re-
garding MIT, and the second reading that you made was from 1983,
the University of Denver.

To answer your question, if I could call your attention to a docu-
ment that we have provided for you, which as I mentioned yester-
day, was in 1986. It is a document that isthe signature on it is
Alicia Corro, who was the Acting Assistant Secretary for Civil
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Rights. The document is dated May 2, 1986. On the second page, in
the next to last paragraph on that page, it says:

Any determination with respect to the legality of the scholanthip program men-
tioned in your letter would take into consideration the title VI law regulation. the
Bakke case, and other relevant case law.

That is one matter that is--
Mr. WEISS. That's it?
Mr. WILLIAMS. That is subsequent--
Mr. WEISS. Where does that, in an:7 way at all, indicate that fi-

nancial assistance programs were now going to be subject to the
Bakke decision?

Mr. WILLIAMS. That is the determination and the expression that
Bakke applies to addressing the question of a scholarship that was
being designed for Dutch Americans.

Mr. WEIss. Well, you're stretching. But did you publish the
change of policy in the Federal Register, as required by law?

Mr. WILLIAMS. As I mentioned yesterday, to you, Congressman
Weiss, this was not a change ofare you talking aboutwhich
change are you suggesting occurred, this one in 1986?

Mr. WEIS& We have a very clear statement that says, in March
22, 1983, "We do not believe that Bakke is controlling," this is a
memorandum within the U.S. Department of Education. It says,
"We do not believe that Bakke is controlling as to the award of stu-
dent financial aid as the decision addresses issues relating only to
admissions."

Now, you say that, sometime in 1986, you had a different posi-
tion than that, and that's a change in policy. And the question that
I have is: Did you, in fact, publish that change of policy in the Fed-
eral Register, as required by law?

Mr. WILLIAMS. First of all, let me remind you, if I could, Con-
gressman, I was not at OCR in 1986.

Mr. WEISS. Did the Department publish that, as required by law?
Mr. WILLIAMS. I am not aware if the Department did or not. Con-

gressman, but let me--
Mr. WEISS. You haven't inquired, you haven't checked?
Mr. WILLIAMS. Let me suggest to you that that is an interpreta-

tion of the law, and it's my understanding that policy interpreta-
tions need not--

Mr. WEISS. Your understanding happens to be wrong. Mr.
Komer, are you the Deputy Assistant Secretary for Policy in the
Office for Civil Rights at the Department of Education?

Mr. KOMER. Yes, I am.
Mr. WEISS. Are you aware that Congress has the constitutional

authority and responsibility to oversee the executive branch of gov-
ernment?

Mr. KOMER. Yes, I am.
Mr. WEISS. Do you believe that you are, somehow, personally

allove the law that authorizes Congress to review the policies and
procedures of the Department of Education?

Mr. KOMER. No, I don't.
Mr. WEISS. Were you instructed not to appear at yesterday's

hearing.
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Mr. KOMER. The decision in the Department was that Michael
Williams would appear.

Mr. WEISS. Were you instructed not to appear?
Mr. KOMER. Yes.
Mr. Wsiss. By whom?
Mr. KOMER. The decision that I not appear was communicated to

me by Assistant Secretary Williams.
Mr. WEISS, Mr. Williams, why did you instruct Mr. Korner not to

appear?
Mr. WILLIAMS. The Department had made a decision that in the

Department's reading, the inquiry dealt with the Fiesta Bowl letter
of December 4; that I am the Assistant Secretary, I am ultimately
responsible for the activity of that office, and that I would repre-
sent the office in these proceedings.

Mr. WEISS. Did you discuss your decision, to instruct Mr. Komer
not to appear, with anyone else in the Department?

Mr. WILLIAMS. The Department made a decision about--
Mr. WEISS. Who in the Department made the decision?
Mr. WILLIAMS. Officials in the Department made that decision.
Mr. WEISS. Who? Who conveyed it to you?
Mr. WILLIAMS. There were a number of people involved in it.
Mr. WEIss. Who?
Mr. WILLIAMS. The people involved in the decision were myself, if

I can recall, myself, the Deputy Secretary, and a few others.
Mr. Wines. Who is the Deputy Secretary?
Mr. WILLIAMS. Ted Sanders.
Mr. Wsiss. And who else? Who were the few others?
Mr. WILLIAMS. There would have been other staff people, and,

quite frankly, I do not recall the other staff people that were there.
Mr. WEISS. SO then, it was Mr. Sanders--
Mr. WILLIAMS. It was a meeting that we were having, that a

number of people walked in and out of the meeting.
Mr. WEISS. It was a casual kind of a 3cussion that you would

instruct Mr. Komer not to appear befort ie subcommittee?
Mr. WILLIAMS. There was no instruction to me to instruct. There

was not a casual meeting, there were a number of people that were
there to discuss various parts of the hearing, and the issue of me
appearing was one of those issues, during that meeting.

Mr. WEISS. For a long time, we had a difficult time getting you to
appear btfore congressional committees. Who made that decision to
withhold you, or try to withhold you from appearing before this
and other congressional committees?

Mr. WILLIAMS. I do not recall anyone ever attempting to with-
hold me from appearing at this committee. With regards to my ap-
pearance on December 19, if I could, the Department received an
invitation for me to appear at a hearing on December 19 to discuss
the position that was taken in the Fiesta Bowl letter of December
4.

As you are aware, on Dnember 18, there was an announcement
with regards to a position. The Department took the position that
wq had addressed the December 4 issue, and there had not been an
acceptance. The Department said it had not accepted to discuss De-
cember 18, and that's why 1 was not there.
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Mr. WEISS, You are not aware of the fact that the Department of
Education, from the very top, has attempted to have this commit-
tee not have your presence Ftt its hearing?

Mr. WILLIAMS. I am aware that the Department has communicat-
ed to you and has requested an explanation as to why, since the
Secretary is now going about the process of trying to do a review of
this issue, why it was continually necessary to have this hearing; I
am aware of that, yes.

Mr. WEISS. And that, in fact, there was an indication that you
would not appear?

Mr. WiLuArds. I am not aware that that has ever been communi-
cated to you or anyone else. I am here. I am ready and willing and
able to continue with answering

Mr. WEISS. In any event, it was Mr. Sanderswhat's Mr. Sand-
ers' position?

Mr. WILLIAMS. I said, during the course of that meeting, there
was a discussion as to whether I should come. in the sense of ex-
plaining that I am the person that's msponsible for that office; that
was the pmition of the Department.

Mr. WEISS. It was Mr. Sanders who told ::ou that Mr. Komer
should not come; is that right?

Mr. WILLIAMS. What I am saying to you is that the Department
made the decision that I am the person that's responsible--

Mr. WEISS. The Department is not a body with a voice; people in
the Department have voices.

Mr. WILLIAMS. There was no one person that said, "He's not
going." I'm sorry, that's the best I can do for you, Congressman.

Mr. WEISE, For these last 2 days we've been struggling over
whether, in fact, Mr. Kamer would be here under subpoena or
whether he nould be here by invitation. You're telling me that
nobody had in fact, said that Mr. Komer is not coming and then,
finally decided that Mr. Komer is coming?

Mr. WILLIAMS. What I am saying, Congressman, is that the deci-
sion in the review, in the position of the Department, is that I am
the person that's responsible for that office, and that I am the
person who signed the December 4 letter, and that I am the person
who is aware of the legal interpretation, who participated in the
legal interpretation on December 4, and that I can speak for that
offim That's what--

Mr. WEISS. Unfortunately, the Constitution of the United States
confers upon Congrev. the prerogative of determining which Feder-
al employees it will hear from. You agree with that, do you not?

Mr. WILLIAMS. You're telling me that, Congressman.
Mr. WEISS. You've never heard that principle?
Mr. WILLIAMS. I have no reason to disagree.
Mr. WEISS. Thank you. Mr. Komer, what are your responsibilities

as Deputy Assistant Sretary?
Mr. KOMEIC Actually, at the joiresent time, I am both Deputy As-

sistant Secretary for Policy, and Acting Deputy Assistant Secretary
for Operations. So I oversee the day-to-day operations of, basically,
all the headquarters and field components of OCR, at the instruc-
tion of Assistant Secretary Williams.

Mr. WEISS. And how long have you worked for the Office for
Rights?

S 3
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Mr. KOMER. This most recent t I have been employed at the
Office for Civil Rights since April If, i990.

Mr. WEISS. Had you been employed at a previous time?
Mr. KOMER. Yes, I have.
Mr. WEISS. When was that?
Mr. KOMER. From the formation of the Department of Education

out of the Department of HEW, where I was in the Office of Gener-
al Counsel, Civil Rights Division. I went with the Department of
Education when it was formed in 1980, and stayed there until late
1982.

Mr. WEISS. How long had you been with HEW, prior to that?
Mr. KOMER. Since September 1978.
Mr. WEISS. And, also in the field of civil rights?
Mr. KOMER. I was in the Civil Rights Division of the Office of

General Counsel. In HEW, OCR did not have its own legal staff.
There was a division of the Office of General Counsel that provided
legal support to OCR.

Mr. WEISS. What did you do before that?
Mr. KOMER. That's when I graduated from law school and took

the bar exam and came to work.
Mr. WEISS. So then, your service has been, throughout, with the

Department of Education or its predecessors.
Mr. KOMER. No, it hasn't. I left the Department of Education and

its predecessor in November 1982, to go to the Civil Rights Division
at the U.S. Department of Justice, where I stayed until January
1985. when I left to go to the U.S. Equal Employment Opportunity
Commission, where I stayed until April 9, 1990, at which point, I
took a political SES position at the Department of Education,
giving up my career SES position.

Mr. WEIss, You have a continuing civil rights employment
record, from the very beginning of your career in government serv-
ice.

Mr. KOMER. Yes.
Mr. WEISS. On May 1, 1990, you sent a memorandum to the civil

rights director in region 4, suggesting that Florida Atlantic Univer-
sity be investigated as part of compliance review. Do you recall
that memorandum, Mr. Komer?

Mr. KOMER. Yes, I do, but that's not an accurate description of
what the memo said. I sent a memo to him requesting him to con-
sider opening a compliance review there, on the basis of the article
that had been in the Washington Post, on March 9, 1990. However,
that package had been started several weeks before I even reached
the Office for Civil Rights from EEOC.

It was something that was in the works, that showed up on my
desk in late April. I did not initiate that memo, as in reading the
article and telling the staff to do it.

The staff had a policy_ under development at the time that they
saw this article in the Washington Post. And they, as is not unusu-
al, sent up a memo, through channels, for the Deputy Assistant
Secretary to alert the region to a potential civil rights violation in
their region, and to add it to their list of possible topics for compli-
ance reviews. Thai's the memo I signed on May 1.

Mr. WEISS. What policy was under development, and who was de-
veloping it?

8 4.
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Mr. KOMER. Policies in the Office for Civil Rights are developed
by a component called the "Policy and Enforcement Service,'
which reports to me, in my capacity as Deputy Assistant Secretary
for Policy.

There is a policy division within that Service. That policy divi-
sion had created a policy agenda before I had arrived, considerably
before I had arrived. In fact, the issue of race-specific scholarships
was on that policy agenda long before I arrived, and was, in fact, as
far as we can tell, first suggested by our region 7, Kansas City
office, in December 1988.

Mr. WEISS. The memo that we have, the May 1, 1990, memo from
you to the region 4 civil rights director, focuses, not on any policy
being developed in the office, but on the Washington Post article. It
starts off, a very brief memo. "Attached, for your information, is a
Washington Post article that describes a scholarship plan institut-
ed by Florida Atlantic University." And then it closes saying they
wish to consider the Florida University plan when planning future
compliance reviews.

If, in fact, what you were doing was conveying, or the policy
planning unit was conveying a policy plan concern that has long
been in development, why focus on the Washington Post article?

Mr. KOMER. Why focus on the Washington Post article when it
described a scholarship of the precise type that we were developing
a policy to address? I think the answer is obvious. The region knew
that we were developing policy on this topic in Washington. It was
discussed during a conference call with them, July 19, 1989, some 9
months before I even came back to OCR.

The topic of the conference call was the Supreme Court's recent
decision in City of Richmond v. Croson. In the course of that con-
ference call, which was held with all of the regional directors of
our 10 regions, and the 10 chief regional civil rights attorneys,
questions were raised about the effect of Croson on race-specific
scholarships. And it was discussed, at that time, that there was
policy in process.

In September 1989, a policy agenda was distributed, including fi-
nancial aid as a priority issue, It was then discussed with the RD's,
the regional directors, in Washington in October 1989, during the
yearly round table. So, the entire agency knew that this was an
issue, well before Michael arrived or I arrived, on which policy was
being developed.

Mr. WEISS. If policy was being developedand I assume that it
was annunciated when Mr. Williams, on December 4, wrote his
letter, and certainly, on his following clarifications on the Ilth and
on December 18. Was there, at any time, any setting forth in the
Federal Register of this proposed policy change?

Mr. KOMER. We have never been required or announced any
whey change involving this in the Federal Register. We do not
have an existing policy that has been published in the Federal Reg-
ister. We have not proposed any change to our existing regulations,
nor do we consider anything that Mr. Williams said on December 4
or December 18 as being inconsistent with the existing regulations
and the interpretation published in the Federal Register, after the
Bakke decision, in 1979.

45-745 0 91 5 85
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Mr. WEISS. Let me quote to you from a notice in the Federal Reg-
ister, dated Monday, May I, 1978, "The Office for Civil Rights,"
this is under Department of Health, Education, and Welfare, Office
of the Secretary, nondiscrimination and federally assisted pro-
grams policy determinations, introduction:

The Office for Civil Rights will hereafter publish all major policy determinations
in the Federal Register and systematically provide copies to organizations represent-
ing beneficiaries and recipients of Federal financial assistance. Policy determina-
tions will fall into one of three catagories: One, policy interpretations will clarify
and explain regulatory provisions: two, procedural announcements will outline the
specific procedures recipients must follow to comply with regulatory provisions, or
the procedures this office will follow to obtain compliance; three. decision announce-
ment will illustrate how this office has applied regulatory provisions to specific fact
patterns developed through investigations.

And it goes on to cite five policy determinations issued in accord-
ance with this procedure.

So how can you say that you've not been required to, in fact, set
forth any policy determinations, changes, in the Federal Register?

Mr. KOMER. Policy decisions by the Secretary of HEW, to publish
HEW policy in the Federal Register are not, in my view, binding
on the Secretary of Education. After the Department of Education
was formed in 19SO, to the best of my knowledge. no Secretary of
Education has published such a notice saying that the Office for
Civil Rights would only issue policy through publication in the Fed-
eral Register.

Mr. WEISS. So if, in fact. the Department of FAucation had re-
mained in HEW, then you would have been bound, but now you're
not.

Mr. KOMER. There may well be something else in the Depart-
ment that binds us to publish something in the Federal Regis-
ter--

Mr. WEISS. How about the Administrative Procedures Act, which
sets forth what you have to do?

Mr. KOMER. I disagree with your reading of the Administrative
Procedures Act. I do not believe that policy interpretations that do
not amend existing regulations, and certainly, in this case, do not
amend an existing policy interprCation, have to be published in
the Federal Register.

Mr. WEISS. Well, I guess if you conclude that the laws don't
apply to you, well, the rules don't apply to you, then you can do
whatever you like.

Mr. KOMER. That is not what I have concluded.
Mr. WEISS. Was Florida Atlantic University a subject of inquiry

by that policy development group that had been working on devel-
oping policy before your arrival?

Mr. KOMER. Only to the extent that the same group that was as-
signed the task of developing the policy was the one that generated
the memo that I signed when I arrived, that requested them to con-
sider a compliance review there.

Mr. WEISS. I'm not sure that I get that. Specifically, was Florida
Atlantic brought to your attention only by that Washington Post
article?

Mr. KOMER. Yes.
Mr. WEISS. But prior to that, the general issue was being consid-

ered by this policy development group: is that--

Sc



Mr. KOMER. I believe that's correct.
Mr. WEISS. I cite you the Administrative Procedures Act's defini-

tion of a rule. Under section 2C, a rule is defined as, "The whole,
or a part, of an agency statement of general or particular applica-
bility and future effect designed to implement, interpret, or pre-
scribe law or policy, or describing the organization, procedure, or
practice requirements of an agency."

Would you deny that, in fact, the Department of Education
comes under the ambit of the Administrative Procedures Act?

Mr. KOMER. We certainly come under the ambit of the Adminis-
trative Procedures Act.

Mr. WEISS. Then how do you get out from under the provision
that I just quoted?

Mr. KOMER. We publish our rules and regulation under notice
and comment procedures, under the Administrative Procedures
Act.

Mr. WEISS. How about interpretation?
Mr. KOMER. We interpret our regulations, however, we do not

have to publish those in the Federal Register.
Mr. WEISS. Afain, let me cite you, the word designed to "imple-

ment, interpret '; it says "interpret," now how do you get out of
that? How do you deny that word being in that particular section?

Mr. KOMER. Regulations can interpret laws; policies can inter-
pret regulations.

Mr. WEISS. Hello?
Mr. KOMER. We publish our rules and regulations which, under

title VI, have the force and effect of a law, and which are signed by
the Secretary and by the Attorney General, pursuant to title VI.
Those must be published in the Federal Register, and, in fact, all of
the rules and regulations that we use have been so published.

However, we do have policies which interpret parts of the rules
that we have published under the APA. And we are not required to
publish every policy interpretation in the Federal Register, under
the APA.

Mr. WEISS. Well, I must tell you that's a novel interpretation of
the Administrative Procedures Act. It seems to me to be clear on
it's face; it uses the word "interpret." Did your December 4 policy
statement on minority scholarships change the way that the De-
partment interpreted and enforced its title VI rule?

Mr. KOMER. December 4 was a letter to the Fiesta Bowl sent by
Assistant Secretary Williams. It was not intended to be an an-
nouncement of policy.

Mr. WEISS. Well, whatever it was intended to be, that's the way
that it was, in fact, taken, right?

Mr. KOMER. It may have been taken that way, but I'm afraid
that this situation proves that how you want something to be taken
is not how it will be taken.

Mr. W EISS. On December 18, the Department issued a release,
and it says in its headline, "Department Issues Policy Statement
on Race-exclusive Scholarship." And it goes on to say in its very
first sentence, "The U.S. Department of Education, today, an-
nounced a six-point administrative policy regarding race-exclusive
scholarships, to prevent disruptions to the efforts of colleges and

87



84

universities," then it goes on further. Was that published in the
Federal Register for comment?

Mr. &MIER. No, it was not.
Mr. WEISS. Should it have been?
Mr. KOMER. No, I don't think so.
Mr. WEISS. Tell me why not.
Mr. KOMER. Because it was an interpretation of the regulations.
Mr. WEISS. But now, this was not somebody else who could mis-

understand a letter to the Fiesta Bowl promoters; this was the De-
partment of Education sayingheadline on anews release, "Here
it comes folks: policy statement," and then says, "there's a six-
point policy change that we're coming at you with." How can you
deny that this was, in fact, a policy determination?

Mr. KOMER. I don't believe that I would deny that it is a policy
interpretation.

Mr. WEISS. Then, in fact, it should have been printed for com-
ment, according to the procedures of the Administrative Proce-
dures Act.

Mr. KOMER. Sir, that just takes us back to where we were before,
which is--

Mr. WEISS. No, it doesn't. It takes us to the point that, in fact,
the Department of Education, through your efforts and Mr. Wil-
liams' efforts, has decided that it can, in fact, rewrite the rules and
regulations under which all Federal agencies are required to oper-
ate, and decided that the Department of Education can operate dif-
ferently. That's not for you to do, that's perhaps for Congress to do,
if it wants to elevate the iepartment to that level, but we haven't
done that yet.

Was Florida Atlantic University the first school in this country
to offer minority scholarships?

Mr. KOMER. I have no way of knowing.
Mr. WEISS. Why did you choose that particular time to investi-

gate that particular university when, probably, thousands of insti-
tutions offer race-specific scholarships, and had been for decades?

Mr. KOMER. Mr. Chairman. I repeat, if you would read the May I
memo that I signed and which was in the works before I arrived at
the Department of Education, it tells region 4 to consider starting a
compliance review at Florida Atlantic. If I had wanted to start an
investigation at Florida Atlantic, I would have told them to start a
compliance review; that's not what I told them.

Mr. WEISS. You told them to consider it.
Mr. KOMER. Right. We do not have the resources to investigate

on our own initiative, which is a compliance review, every possible
violation of title VI. But we do, in fact, try and collect any informa-
tion that we receive from various sources, including people who
may testify before Congress, any information indicating possible
title VI, title IX, section 504, or Age Discrimination Act noncompli-
ance, and we alert our regional offices to that fact.

And, particularly, when we have information relating to topics
which are on our policy agenda. I think it's a wise decision to let
them know what's out there. In point of fact, we did not initiate a
compliance review with respect to Florida Atlantic University. We
were overtaken by the receipt of complaints against Florida Atlan-
tic.
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Mr. WEISS. You've told us about your background, and you are
wise in the ways of bureaucracy. When a regional office receives a
communication from headquarters, such as this one of May 1, 1990,
which sets forth what the problem is, and then closes with the sug-
gestion that "you may wish to consider Florida Atlantic University
when planning future compliance reviews," what is the normal and
accepted reaction from the people at the regional office?

Mr. KOMER. That they would put it in the folder with the other
information they have and consider it. And they would know that
if they didn't select it, they might, in fact, be questioned by me or
by the Policy and Enforcement Service, who had generated the
memo.

However, you're perhaps unaware that at the time I sent that
memo, the entire Office for Civil Rights was under a travel freeze
for any purposes other than complaint investigations. So I was well
aware, in sending that memo, that unless the regional director in
Atlanta came back to me and said, "Dick, do you really mean that
I'm supposed to go down there and do a compliance review from
Atlanta? You're going to make an exception to the travel freeze?"
He did not ask that, and I wouldn't have expected him to.

Mr. WEISS. Prior to May 1, the date of your memorandum, had
OCR received a complaint of discrimination regarding Florida At-
lantic Universiity?

Mr. KOMER. No.
Mr. WEISS. Why did you request that region 4 conduct a compli-

ance review rather than an investigation?
Mr. KOMER. A compliance review is an investigation, and I did

not request them to conduct an investigation. I requested them to
consider them, Florida Atlantic University, as a potential compli-
ance review investigation site.

Mr. WEISS. Wait, let me acknowledge that you said "consider."
You say that there's no difference between a compliance review
and an investigation?

Mr. KOMER. A compliance review is an investigation. A com-
plaint investigation is an investigation. We do two kinds of investi-
gations.

Mr. WEISS. Yes. And why did you request a compliance review
investigation, or ask them to consider a compliance review investi-
gation rather than a complaint investigation?

Mr. KOMER. Complaint investigations, for us, are mandatory. If
we get a complaint, we must investigate, under our regulations.
Compliance reviews, several hundred of which we do in a gc-xl
year, are a use of our discretionary resources to go after situations
where we think there is a potential for a violation of one of our
statutes, but we do not have a complaint.

Mr. WEISS. So then, as of May 1, you had no complaint.
Mr. KOMER. As of May 1. we had no complaint.
Mr. WEISS. OK. Did you have any discussions with anyone at the

Washington Legal Foundation. about using title Vi to ban race-spe-
cific scholarships.

Mr. KOMER. None whatsoever.
Mr. WEISS. Now. the Department received a formal complaint

about Florida Atlantic University from the Washington Legal
Foundation. The complaint alleged that Florida Atlantic Universi-
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ty was violating civil rights law by providing race-specific scholar-
ships. Did you or, to your knowledge, anyone else at the Depart-
ment of Education, discuss this complaint with anyone at the legal
foundation, before it was received?

Mr. KOMER. No, I did not.
Mr. WEISS. Do you know if anyone else at your Department had

any such conversation?
Mr. KOMER. No, I do not.
Mr. WEISS. Have you, in fact, inquired in discussions with mem-

bers of that policy development group if they had discussions with
the Washington Legal Foundation?

Mr. KOMER. No, I haven't. I had no reason to.
Mr. WEISS. So then, you cannot, of your own knowledge, state

whether, in fact, they did or did not have any discussions with the
Washington Legal Foundation?

Mr. KOMER. Ifs certainly possible.
Mr. WEISS. Did you discuss the complaint with anyone connected

to the Washington Legal Foundation, after receiving it?
Mr. KOMER. No. I have never talked to anybody at the Washing-

ton Legal Foundation.
Mr. WEISS. Did anyone from the Department of Education dis-

cuss the complaint, after you received it, with the Washington
Legal Foundation?

Mr. KOMER. I don't know.
Mr. WEISS. They could have; is that possible?
Mr. KOMER. There are 800 employees in the Office for Civil

Rights. I would not be surprised if the Atlanta office personnel con-
tacted the Washington Legal Foundation, as we normally would
when we receive a complaint and forward it to the appropriate re-
gional office for investigation. It is our standard operating proce-
du:e to contact the complainant.

Mr. WEISS. Let me stop at this point, because I've taken a great
deal of time, and yield to Mr. Thomas.

Mr. THOMAS. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I am not quite certain
where we're going, frankly, with this hearing, so let me review just
a little bit. I didn't, yesterday, take much time, but I had thought,
in the beginning that we were talking about the policy that was
annunciated in the December 4 letter. It's my understanding, from
Mr. Williams, yesterday, that there was no policy annunciated
there.

And then, I thought we were moving as to why a policy had been
made, and, of course, if there was not a policy, that became a little
difficult to pursue. So we turned, then, to process, as to whether
the process was followed. Again, a little difficult if, indeed, there
hasn't been a policy change.

And then it seemed that we moved, and the press picked up on
the notion that somebody else was calling the shots in the office, so
that we must have someone else here today, because Mr. Williams
was apparently not in charge. So, we need to talk about that a
little.

And then, of course, on top of all that, regardless of all these
things that had happened, the Secretary announced, yesterday,
that this issue will be revisited and visited over a period of time to
establish a policy. So where I am makes it a little hard. Was there
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a change, Mr. Korner, in the policy, as a result of the letter of De-
cember 4?

Mr. KOMER. We were in the process of developing a policy, be-
cause, I think, it was recognized by all of us, including the Assist-
ant Secretary, that we had never articulated a policy on minority
scholarships. As a result, we had inconsistent outcomes in the let-
ters that we had issued over the years; pre-Bakke, post-Bakke. We
have made regulatory changes over the years that affect this issue,
yet we have never addressed this precise issue in any clear policy
document.

The nearest we've come is in a policy document issued in 1979,
after Bakke, where we said, and I quote, if I can find it--

Mr. THOMAS. You can paraphrase it, if you like.
Mr. WEISS. Very hard.
Mr. KOMER. I apologize for this. I'm looking at the vocational

education guidelines, which we published in the Federal Register.
and which are appendix--

Mr. WELSS. Are you looking for the one on October 10, 1979?
Mr. KOMER. I believe so.
Mr. WEISS. Would you like our copy?
Mr. KOMER. I think I have it in my book. In any case, we pretty

clearly said that, except in the situation where one is remedying
past discrimination, one may not designate scholarships by race.
That is a rough paraphrase of what I think this said.

Mr. THOMAS. On that basis, were you satisfied that the process,
whatever process was done, was appropriate? In retrospect, were
you to go through this process again--

Mr. KOMER. I believe what we have done has been clearly legal,
within the law, in terms of the Administrative Procedures Act, I
don't believe it was the optimal process that we could have fol-
lowed. 1 was not in favor of the Department, or the Office for Civil
Rights issuing a press release and a letter to the Fiesta Bowl. But,
I am not the Assistant Secretary for Civil Rights, Mr. Williams is.

Mr. THOMAS. Who made that decision to release the letter to the
Fiesta Bowi?

Mr. KOMER. Mr. Williams.
Mr. T:1OiviAs. So Mr. Williams is apparently in charge of the

office.
Mr. KOMER. Yes, he is, unquestionably so.
Mr. THOMAS. You have been involved, for some time, in various

offices. Do you think there are circumstances under which race-ex-
clusive scholarships are appropriate?

Mr. KOMER. If you're asking my opinion, yes, I certainly do.
Mr. THOMAS. Under the law?
Mr. KOMER. Under the law.
Mr. THOMAS. So you would not be opposed to that notion, under

the legal circumstances, as you view them; is that right?
Mr. KOMER. There are certain areas where I don't think there is

any dispute between us and anyone else, particularly those in-
stances that fall under our regulations 34 CFR section 100.303116Ni),
where an institution has discriminated in the past, the regulations,
appropriately under the law, clearly require remedial affirmative
action to overcome the effects of discrimination. And we have ac-
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cepted remedies, in the past, that involve race-specific scholarships
as a remedy for discrimination that we have found.

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. Williams, how long have you been there? Since
the summer?

Mr. WILLIAMS. July 6, 1990.
Mr. THOMAS. And Mr. Komer?
Mr. KOMER. Since April 9, 1990.
Mr. THOMAS. Were you surprised that the tone of the reports yes-

terday, that really maybe somebody else was behind the letter?
Mr. WILLIAMS. I am surprised, but I probably am more offended,

to be honest with you. But yes, I am surprise,' by the tone. I am
surprised by the reporting, but I can understand the reporting, be-
cause that was the implication at which we left this hearing, yes-
terday. But I am more offended by it, than anything else.

Mr. THOMAS. Why are you offended?
Mr. WILLIAMS. I'm offended by it because, No. 1, I come to this

agency with having had a civil rights enforcement background. I
come to this agency, I guess, at some disadvantage; I have not writ-
ten about civil rights, nor have I given a lot of speeches, I guess,
about civil rights, even though, I have given some. I have not done
a lot of studying in the area, but I have done one thing in the area
that, maybe, one of our former justices had mentioned, he said
that, "one of the greatest civil rights is the right to be left alone,"
and I've been involved in that.

I was a prosecutor for 4 years at the Department of Justice in
the Criminal Section of Civil Rights Division. I was in Alabama be-
cause I had successfully prosecuted a Valley Station police officer
for beating six of his arrestees. I was also in Arizona, because, in
Arizona, I successfully prosecuted a deputy sheriff that had taken a
juvenile, who was handcuffed behind his back, and asked him a
question, didn't get the answer he wanted, and took a 23 inch
metal flashlight and hit him upside his head.

I left there and I went to Indiana. And in Indiana, I successfully
prosecuted a "good ol' boy" that ran a black Federal agricultural
worker out of a local tavern at gunpoint. I left there, and I went to
Idaho. And in Idaho, there was a neo-Nazi that had taken upon
himself to say that he was going to run black and interracial fami-
lies out of a local community, and I successfully prosecuted him, as
well.

I went down to Kentucky. And in Kentucky, I prosecuted a
Klansman that took the home of a black fer....tle and her two kids
and burned that house to the ground the second day that they were
there. And then I left there, and went to North Carolina, where
there was a black prison guard who wanted to take a sergeant's
exam, and a white prison guard didn't want him to do it and
threatened him from taking the sergeant's exam at gunpoint.
Those people were successfully prosecuted, as well.

And I went to North Carolina, and stayed in North Carolina over
the course of 2 years, and in North Carolina, prosecuted members
of the Carolina Knights, of the Ku Klux Klan. And when we were
through, those individvals that had attempted to obtain stolen mili-
tary weapons, seven of them were successfully prosecuted.

And so, in the course of 4 years, there were 17 folks that had
committed racial crimes, and 12 of them had spent some period of
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time in a Federal institution. And the reason that they were in
that Federal institution, I know a little bit about it because I put
them there.

To suggest, in some kind of way, when I came to DOJ, that the
kind of commitment that had been expressed at DOJ was not ex-
pressed here, at the Department of Education, offends me, because
the principle is the same. It is that it is fundamentally incorrect,
improper, to have race, outside of the confines that the law has
provided, to be the determining factor in whether people benefit, or
not, in this society.

That is the same principle that I used in the performance of my
responsibilities at DOJ. It is the same principle that guides my be-
havior at the Department of Education. And, in this matter, that is
the principle that guided the issuance of the letter on December 4.

And so to suggest that someone else runs that officewell, let's
just break it down, let's just suggest that the white boy runs the
office and the brother just sits there and lets him run itis offen-
sive to me. I think it is racist, at best.

Mr. THOMAS. I have no further questions, thank you.
Mr. WEISS. Mr. Payne.
Mr. PAYNE Thank you very much. I was just looking over some

material, a little background on the fact that there has been a de-
cline in the question of higher education of minorities. It says that
the crisis in minority education continues, although the high school
graduation rates of blacks, 76.1, now approaches that of whites,
82.1, disparage persists in every objective measure of African
American college participation.

While 388 percent of whites, 18 to 24 year old are high school
graduates who were enrolled in college, only 30.8 percent of the Af-
rican American group were. While 55.8 percent of white college
students received a baccalaureate degree after 51/2 years, only 30.3
percent of black students did.

The proportion of bachelor's degrees received by blacks fell from
6.4, in 1976, to 5.7, in 1989. Master's degrees, from 6.8 to 4.6, ane
doctoral degrees, from 3.3 to 2.4. The absolute numbers fell as well
The percentage of professional degrees received by African Ameri-
cans were virtually unchanged in the period, 4.3 to 4.4.

Then it goes on to say financial aid is a key element in black en-
rollment and graduation at institutions Fully 82 percent of black
undergraduate students in private colleges received some financial
assistance, grants, loans, work studies, as do 72 percent of Hispanic
undergraduates and 59 percent of Asians.

It goes on to talk about the dramatic rise in college tuition at pri-
vate and public institutions, and the decline in the dollar value of
Federal assistance, financial assistance, especially grant assistance.
Scholarships are critical to the increase in participation rates of
minority students who, because of persistent segregation and dis-
crimination, disproportionately comprise those in low- and poor-
income families.

The only reason I read that is because I'm trying to figure this
out, too. I listen to the fact that you say you were not surprised,
but more offended, because you did some very good work with DOJ
and Texas. Then you went on to Alabama, you said, then on to Ari-
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zona, went to Idaho on to Kentucky, and then on to North Caroli-
na, and did a great job.

You know, I am as offended, I guess, as you are. Not because it's
inferred that white boy runs the place, but I checked with the Na-
tional Organization of Black Law Enforcement officials andI was
curious about your background, even before you read all of this--
and the black law enforcement officials commended your former
record.

That's why I'm totally surprised at almost the pride, it seems,
that you take; almost the glee of this announcement. And believe it
or not, the day that it was done, the next day, a tremendous
number of calls went throughout the United States of America, be-
cause people were totally, I in talking about black law enforcement
people from the South, were shocked at this undertaking.

And that's why I said, yesterday, I knew it had to be someone
else that wrote it, because I looked at your record. I am confused
because there are less and less dollars from the Federal Govern-
ment. And I think everyone believes we should encourage educa-
tion. As I indicated yesterdayMrs. Bush sits on the board at Mor-
ehouse College. and that's how Dr. Sullivan was discovered with
his tremendous abilities, and asked to leave that prestigious insti-
tution to become the head of HHS.

I know of' no one, white, black, conservative, liberal, who says
that we need to really scrutinize this question of attempting to
have a better reflection of American society in higher education. So
I just don't understand this December 4 investigation. Why is so
much energy and effort going i,ito this narrow interpretation of the
law?

The way you talk about correcting past discrimination, it's like a
magic wand. Evidently, it's some wand that you put down and say
that past discriminations have all been corrected because someone
adjusts something, and I still don't know what it is.

You mentioned the Louisville institution, yesterday, as one of
those that the Fiesta Bowl might have sent some dollars to assist
minority studentsLouisville, KY. There was a question whether
discrimination had been totally eliminated, and, therefore, it would
not be necessary to have any kind of correction through the affirm-
ative action as a remedy of past discrimination.

I think you are more offended than surprised, I'm both, because I
don't know what the intent is, I don't know what the thrust is, and
as, I guess, as a brother to brother, since you inferred that there is
some kind of racial thingand I was the one that said it. So I'm
just amazed.

I'm a former educator, and I think that the only way that we're
going to get out of the dilemma that African Americans find them-
selves in is to have Headstart programs, where we can give people
an opportunity to start on the same kvel, and to encourage them
to stay in school, encourage them to go on to college.

I don't understand what is the thrust of the so-called civil rights
arm of the Department of Education in seemingly thwarting, slow-
ing down, and confusing something that is as American as apple
pie. Maybe because I'm not a lawyer, and you are.

So perhaps you need to explain to me why this is so critical, and
all of these other people that are going to be hurt because a Fiesta
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Bowl wants to 4ive some money to some black students who would,
otherwise, not go to school; how this is violating the civil rights of
some people out there?

Mr. Wtu.imds. Mr. Payne, if I could, I think, as we discussed yes-
terday, I shareand I will not attempt to speak for Dick, but I
would imagine he does as well--I think we all would share the con-
cern about the low number of all minority students, as well as
Americans, that appear to be entering higher education at what-
ever level, whether it's undergraduate, graduate, or professional
school, and share the desire that we increase the number of people
who have an opportunity to participate in higher education.

And it's because of that, that it becomes very important that we
insure that each person has an opportunity to go to college and
have the financial resources to do so. You've mentioned a number
of things, but you've also mentioned, in the course of your state-
ment and question, as to all of the resources.

We would disagree that there are an enormous amount of re-
sources that are going into this issue. This is one issue on policy
agenda; it is one issue, in terms of National Enforcement Strategy.
It has received more attention than most things that we are doing.
but it is, indeed, not the biggest thing that we're spending our time
with and our resources with.

But, I think, when we say, "Why?"we have received more com-
plaints in the last year, on this issue, than we have in the last 10.
And so the reason for the December 4 letter was particularly as it
relates to Louisville, but it was also because of a concern that
maybe something is going on out there in the community that may
deprive a number of students of the opportunity for financial as-
sistance.

We have, as I outlined yesterday, and I will not attempt to do so
again today, a number of instances, as I said, of complaints that
individuals feel as if they have been deprived the opportunity for
financial assistance that they would need in order to matriculate to
a college campus, because of their race. And that is something that
is extremely important for us, in a civil rights capacity, to be con-
cerned about.

I ean recall, from my own reading, Langston Hughes once told us
that, "There's a dream with its back against the wall, and denied
to one, denies it to us all." And if that Asian student or that Arab
American student or that Hispanic student or that black student
or even that white student is denied an opportunity to matriculate
to a college because of the denial of financial assistance, that is
something that, as civil rights enforcement officials, that we are
charged by this Congress and charged by the law to be concerned
about.

Mr. PAYNE. OK. On that point of the Fiesta Bowl money, which
didn't occur before, and regardless of the reason for it being cre-
ated at this time, up until 1990, there were zero dollars out of Ari-
zona's Fiesta Bowl for minority students.

Mr. WILUAMS. Correct.
Mr. PAYNE. December 1990, or whenever the bowl committee

gets together, they say, "We have a new idea. We're going to not
only send all this money to the schools for whatever, but we're
going to put aside a couple of hundred thousand dollars just for
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some poor, black kids who can't go to school. We know there's been
cutbacks in the last education budget."

As you know, State incentive grants were reduced; State loans
were reduced throughout the Nation, because the President sent up
a budget that had less for scholarship aid than the previous year.
So a group of people on a committee decide, "We're going to get
some dollars, here, to help some student that may, then, be able to
go to college, rather than to the army; or go to college rather than
to work for a $3.50 minimum wage job."

And you interpret it as, therefore, because there was zero dollars
before, and they create $50,000 or $100,000 or $200,000 that was
never there before, to go to a minority student, that's discriminat-
ing against, this Asian, or this

Mr. WILLIAMS. No. I went through it yesterday and--
Mr. PAYNE. Well, that's the way I understand it and that's why I

stopped you right at that point. I don't tend to interrupt people.
But I just wanted to see how the Fiesta Bowl violated someone's
rights. I wonder how did this new money discriminate against
someone else, because it seems to be the genesis of your project
and that's what I don't understand.

Mr. WILLIAMS. As we discussed yesterday, the reason for it is
Louisville, it's not the Fiesta Bowl. The letter went to the Fiesta
Bowl. They are not institutions of higher education and would not
be presumed to know anything about title VI but the participating
universities, University of Louisville and University of Alabama,
are, indeed, recipients of Federal education funds, and therefore,
have to comply with title VI.

Their use of the money, by the University of Louisville. does,
indeed, raise title VI questions. And, as I mentioned yesterday, the
University of--

Mr. PAYNE. And as for the use of that private money to help
some student that couldn't get in there--

Mr, WILLIAMS. The legal interpretation of the Office, at that
time, and as we had used in other instances, was that a universi-
ty's use of privately designated funds did, in fact, raise a title VI
questic... As a matter of fact, there have been a number of people
that have suggested to us, after Deceinber 18, when we said you
can use that privately designated funds, that that would be a viola-
tion of Civil Rights Restoration Act.

And so, yes, our interpretation on December 4 was that if a uni-
versity used private funds, new money, that the way that they used
it raised title VI concerns.

Mr PAYNE. And you feel that that's reaPv the intent of the law?
Mr. WILLIAMS. That's the way that I read and interpreted it on

December 4, yes.
Mr. PAYNE. i could stay all afternoon, but I better yield back to

the chairman.
Mr. WEiss. We'll be calling on the other members when we

return. There's a vote on the floor, and we should be back in a
matter of 10 minutes, or so. The subcommittee stands in recess.

[Recess taken.)
Mr. WEISS. The subcommittee is back in session. On May 22.

1990, William Smith, who was acting Director of OCR at the time,
prepared a draft memorandum to OCR senior staff on race-specific
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scholarships. The memorandum states that it will supersede all
previous OCR policy. Do you know what prompted that memoran-
dum?

Mr. KOMER. I don't believe William Smith had anything to do
with that memo. I think that's one of the drafts of the policy docu-
ment that was being prepared. Everything that's significant like
that is prepared for the Assistant Secretary's signature. In that
case it was the Acting Assistant Secretary, William Smith.

I believe, it was certainly my practice at EEOC, when I was legal
counsel and our office was responsible for, among other things, de-
veloping policy documents, we always started out a new policy doc-
ument that we intended to be broad based, that it superseded any
existing policy, to make sure if there was policy out there, or some-
body thought there was policy out there, that was contrary to the
new document, that we would supersede it.

In this particular case, I don't think that there's any document
that one could point to and say, "This is OCR's policy on race-spe-
cific scholarship." I think that that line is, essentially, surplus to
the extent that anyone might take one of those earlier LOF's, or
documents, and think that this is a policy document; you certainly
have.

Mr. WEISS. What was your role in the drafting of the Smith
memorandum?

Mr. '<OMER. None, as far as I know. This document was in proc-
ess, as I explained earlier, months before I arrived. And it was not
initiated at my request, nor did I pass that document on to Acting
Assistant Secretary Smith or to Michael Williams, subsequent to
his arrival, in July.

Mr. WEISS. Would you say that there was a direct line between
the work that the policy development group was doing, even before
your arrival, through the draft memorandum from Mr. Smith to
the December 4 statement, letter, whatever, from Mr. Williams?

Mr. KOMER. I don't understand what you mean, "a direct line."
Mr. WEISS. You've said that long before you got to the agency, in

April 1990, there was this group in OCR that was working on
policy development regarding minority scholarships. Then, on May
22, Mr. Smith, the Acting Assistant Secretary for Civil Rights,
issues a detailed memorandum on recipient provision of race or
gender-specific financial aid. And then, along comes Mr. Williams
in July 1990, and come December, he issues the statement in De-
cember.

And the question is: Is there a continuity there! Mr. Williams, do
you just make your decision off the top of your head, or do you, in
fact, look at the statement from William Smith, the draft memo, do
you look at the work that that policy development group was
doing?

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. Chairman, I look at a full range of documents
and materials that are prepared to assist the Assistant Secretary to
know what may be the parameters of the law. Of course, one of the
things that I looked at were the cases that relate to this matter,
the policy documents that relate to this matter.

But I think it's important for us to remember that after the May
22, 1990, policy document, there were two other drafts, one on June
18, 1990, and one on July 23, 1990. that the committee has been
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provided. And no policy document has been released to the public,
or to our staff, as of this date.

Mr. Moss. Except as of December 4. In fact, there was a policy
statement issued, or communicated, to the promoters of the Fiesta
Bowl.

Mr. WiLuahtts. We can recast that ground again. As I said, that
was a letter that contained within it my interpretation of the law,
as it relates to this subject. It was not the initiation or the an-
nouncement of policy.

Mr. WEISS. Thank you. Let me now call on Mr. Hobson.
Mr. HOBSON. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I just have a couple of

questions. Mr. Komer, on the one memo that you wrote, it looked
to me, maybe contrary to the way it looked to some other people,
what looked like a typical bureaucrat response. That you saw the
thing, down there, and you said, "Boy, the quickest way to get rid
of this and to let it die is to get it out of here, and write this memo,
and it will go away," the one where you said, "you might want to
look at this." That's what those look like, to me, when I see them.

Mr. KOMER. It was not an effort to just let it die, on my part.
Although, I have to admit, when I issued that memoI got it on
April 27, I started on April 9-1 viewed it as fairly routine, in the
sense that it said "consider" this issue for a compliance review.

We've done other sorts of things like that. I mean, we did one
involving Selma, AL, in August, about ability grouping, which is
another issue that's on our National Enforcement Strategy and
was on our policy agenda. I think it was a fairly routine thing to
send it down.

And I had no expectation, as I said before, since they were under
a travel freeze, which I fully expected to run through the end of
that fiscal year, until September 30, I didn't think anybody was
going to be doing any compliance reviews, when I was writing that
memo in April, until the next year. at the best.

Mr. HOBSON. Do you want to make any comment about the Fed-
eral Register, I'm not quite sure--

Mr. KOMER. We took advantage of the break to look at the Ad-
ministrative Procedures Act, because I was curious as to why your
reading of the act and my understanding of the act seemed to be so
divergent.

And I believe, the problem is that, yes, the definition of "rule"
includes things like interpretations, but that definition is in 5 USC
section 551. In USC section 553, it states which rules must be pub-
lished in the Federal Register. It says, "except where required by
statute," and our statute, title VI, does not require publication of
anything other than regulations.

It states tha'., "Except when notice or hearing is required by stat-
ute, this subsection does not apply to interpretative rules, general
statements of policy, or rules of agency organization procedure or
practice." In other words, yes, what we' issued could be considered a
rule, but, no, I don't think it's subject to publication in the Federal
Register.

Mr. WEISS. Do you think that the statement that we referred to
earlier, that "the Office for Civil Rights will, hereafter, publish all
major policy determinations," that that doesn't apply any longer
because that was an HEWwhen the Department of Education
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was locatedYou don't think that that requires a direct rescission,
if it's not to be applicable any longer?

Mr. KOMER. No, I don't think so. After the Department of Educa-
tion was established, we reissued all of our rules and regulations.

Mr. WEISS. Say that again.
Mr. Komsa. After the Department was established in 1980, we

went through a process of reissuing all of our rules and regulations
in our own title of the Code of Federal Regulations, and I don't be-
lieve we've reissued that notice. It is possible that I'm wrong, but if
so, we have certainly honored that policy in the breach. And, in
fact, I am sure--

Mr. WEISS. My understanding is that, in fact, it has to be rescind-
ed.

Mr. KOMER. I think it dies a natural death when the Office of
Education is split off from the Department.

Mr. WEISS. Clear disagreement. a misunderstanding of one of us,
as to what the law is.

Mr. HOBSON. Maybe that's something that ought to be cleared
up. But, I would just like to say one other thing. Yesterday, some-
how I was characterized as castigating Mr. Williams, and I didn't
mean to do that. What I meant to point out was that I thought
that there was, at least, a lack of sensitivity or thought, of stepping
back from what you were doing and looking at the overall effect
that some people may construe, as to what you were doing, in the
wrong light.

I think I iterated that I happen to believe that there needs to be
some help for people who find themselves in circumstances, such as
the people that I try to work with at the university that I'm on the
board of. And if anything comes out of this, the positive along that
line is that we all have to look at things, sometimes we get in-
volvedand I know you have a strong background. and I knew
that before but sometimes I think we have to look beyond the im-
mediacy of what we're doing.

And I wanted to give you a chance to comment on that. I know
we've got another vote apparently, which they told me we weren't
going to have for a while. But if you want to make any comment
about that, Mr. Williams,

Mr. WILLIAMS. Congressman, first of all, thank you for the oppor-
tunity of addressing it, but in addition to that. I share, as I men-
tioned to you yesterday, the need for us to be sensitive as we ap-
proach the area of applying the law.

One of the reasons, quite frankly, while I think the Department
and OCR and myself are excited about how the Secretary's han-
dling this issue, is because in the course of the process of develop-
ing what will be the policy, as it relates to it.

I think I feel quite comfortable that that is indeed the leadership
that we'll receive from the Secretary; that he is, indeed, very con-
cerned about No. I, that we provide opportunities for all students,
and No. 2, that we do it in a way that involves a wide number of
people in the process; and that, finally, that we send a message to
students and their parents that is the kind of message that says
that we want a wide variety of people included in the opportunities
of advancement for society. And so that is a position that I share,
and I think that the balance of OCR shares as well.
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To the extent that our actions, or my actions, on December 4 con-
flict with that, we can say, quite frankly, that it was not our inten-
tion, but, as they say, "M all great plans of mice and men, some-
times, indeed, they do go astray," and that may be one that did.
And I appreciate the opportunity to address that, for myself and
for the Wance of OCR.

Mr. Hossobt. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. Arms. Thank you, Mr. Hobson. We have just a little bit

more to go, but we do have to take a break for a vote, at this point,
we'll come back in about 10 minutes.

[Recess taken.]
Mr. Wstss. The subcommittee is now back in session. I think that

that was the last vote for the day, hopefully. And I have just a few
more questions.

Mr. Komer, did you inform Mr. Williams, at any time, that you
thought the Fiesta Bowl case was being mishandled, that it should
be done in another way?

Mr. KOMER. It wasn't a case, but, yes, in the memo that I trans-
mitted. When I transmitted, to him, a draft letter to the Fiesta
Bowl, I indicated that he might want to call the Fiesta Bowl, as
opposed to send the letter. I also told him that I thought we should
avoid intervening with respect to the Fiesta Bowl.

I told him that I thought the legal position stated in the letter
was appropriate, but that I thought we were going to get a signifi-
cant amount of public interest in what we would have to say, and
that I didn't think we were really ready to deal with that.

I also advised against, if we wanted to send a letter including a
press release, publicizing the letter. I even told him that I thought
if we did it that way, we would be in hearings in January. I'm
afraid I underestimated Chairman Hawkins. I hadn't realized he
was retiring on January 2, and so he set a hearing for December.
But that was what I advised the Assistant Secretary.

Mr. WEISS. Did you inform Mr. Williams, at the time, that ad-
vanced notice should be given to the colleges affected, that perhaps
more public notice should have been involved.

Mr. KOMER. No. I did allude to the fact that we were developing
a policy and that I felt we should do it as a policy, as opposed to
sort of start going out and talking to the Fiesta Bowl. However, I'm
much more cautious than the Assistant Secretary, in some ways.
And he comes from a part of the Civil Rights Division at Justice,
which does, in fact, undertake investigations and such, on the basis
of things like this, as matter of course, without having a complaint.
It's just a temperament difference between us, I suppose.

Mr. WEISS. It's the difference between trial lawyers and corpo-
rate lawyers, I guess.

Mr. !COMER. I guess you could say that. I'm certainly not a litiga-
tor, as you can see.

Mr. WEISS. Did you inform him in writing?
Mr. KOMER. I sent him, attached to the written memo that you

have, a handwritten, little white sheet of paper with what I had to
say on it. And as is his normal course of business, he threw it
away. I do this a couple of times a day, and he throws them away a
couple times a day. And sometimes he follows them, and sometimes
he doesn't.
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Mr. Wass. Well, that gives me a good response to my next ques-
tion, which is why the subcommittee didn't receive it. In fact, isn't
it true that the first public announcement that minority scholar-
ships were illegal came in the Fiesta Bowl case?

Mr. KOMER. Well, the first public announcement in 1990as I
think is apparent, I happen to believe that the regulations can be
read in such a way that they make many illegal. I think the voc-ed
guidelines make many sorts of them illegal. Both of those are
public documents.

I think the implication of our policy interpretation on Bakkeif
I were a university attorney, and I read the policy interpretation
on Bakke, I would not advise my client, the university, to set up
race-restrictive scholarships in situations where I was not prepared
to acknowledge discrimination by my own university, but I'm a
cautious sort of guy.

Mr. Wass. Mr. Komer, since you alluded to the Bakke interpre-
tation, and you couldn't find it when we were questioning, have
you located it yet?

Mr. MAIER. Actually, when I had said that, I was looking for the
voc-ed guidelines, which were published after Bakke, and that pro-
vision I have found, I believe you had found it yourself.

But it reads, under student financial assistanceand these
guidelines do apply to vocational education programs in higher
education institutionsit says, "Recipients may not award fman-
cial assistance in the form of loans, grants, scholarships, special
funds, subsidies, compensation for work, or prizes to vocational
education students on the basis of race, color, national origin, sex,
or handicap, except to overcome the effects of past discrimination."

Mr. Wass. Ag1n, that's according to vocational education.
Mr. KOMER. niese are the voc-ed guidelines, which were pub-

lished in the Federal Register on March 29, 1979.
Mr. WEISS. 1979.
Mr. KOMER. 1979, the year after Bakke. And they form, I believe,

appendix B, to the title VI regulations. And so they are published
in the Code of Federal Regulations and readily available to anyone
who cares to find out--

Mr. Wass. Now, how do you square that with Federal Register,
October 10, 1979, which is the policy interpretation from the Office
for Civil Rights. And this is on the Bakke case; it's a summary of
policy interpretation.

I'm going to quote part of it:
The Department has reviewed the Supreme Court's decision in Bakke and has de-

termined that voluntary affirmative action may include, but is not limited to, the
following; consideration of race, color, or national origin among the factors evaluat-
ed in selecting students; increased recruitment in the minority institutions and coin-
manities; use of alternative admissions criteria when traditional criteria are found
to be inadequately predictive of minority students' success; provision of preadmis-
sion compensatory and tutorial programs; and the establishment and pursuit of nu-
merical goals to achieve the racial and ethnic composition of the student body the
institution seeks.

Mr. KOMRR. How (lc I square that? Well, I guess I read the other
part, too, that talks about things like "offering special services, in-
cluding summer institutes and special tutoring services to assist
educationally and socially disadvantaged students in meeting ad-
missions requirements."
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And then it says, "Students may not be excluded from these pro-
grams on the basis of race, but race may be considered as a factor
in selecting participants."

Mr. WEIss. And it says, "voluntary affirmative actions," and
that's t.he part that I read. In any event, I think that, quite clearly,
without wanting to preclude whatever the Secretary may decide to
dohis indication is that he is going to determine what the policy
ought to be. In the mean time, everything is on hold. Quite clearly,
he thinks that the announcements, in December, indicated a policy
change.

You would agree, Mr. Komer, would you not, that the universi-
ties and colleges, the institutions of higher learning, having had
nothing really public, by way of pronouncement, other than since
the Bakke interpretation that I just read from, would have had
reason to be surprised and shocked at the December announce-
ments?

Mr. KOMER. I think that they certainly were shocked, to the
extent that they simply had been going along a path that I think
wasI think the data that you've been given showed a increasing
use of these sorts of devices, without any interruption by the Office
for Civil Rights.

I think that that is, unfortunately, what has gotten us where we
are today, which is this Office for Civil Rights failed in its duty to
issue a policy on this topic long ago. And as a result, there have
been varying interpretations before Bakke, before the regs were
amended, to add voluntary affirmative action to them.

You know that provision was not there from 1965, when the regs
were written, until it was added in 1973. I think many of the col-
lege presidents who have discussed what we said in December, with
amazement, have also indicated that it was only recently that they
started to think these things were legal. And they've only started
to do them fairly recently.

I think that's because of a failure of OCR to have issued policy. I,
personally, am a big believer in issuing policy that is, through the
National Enforcement Strategy that Mr. Williams issued in Decem-
ber, and was totally overtaken by this Fiesta Bowl fiasco. It's in-
tended to address a lot of issues that have been left unaddressed
for years, and that have allowed noncompliance, in a number of
areas, like ability grouping, services for limited English-speaking
students, a lot of areas like that, to go unremedied.

I, personally, believe that, to the extent a Federal enforcement
agency, such as OCR, clearly annunciates what it thinks the law
requires a very large proportion of recipients of Federal funds from
our Department will voluntarily comply with the law. We will not
have to utilize administrative enforcement, or referral to the De-
partment of Justice. I am a believer, here and in my previous in-
carnations at EEOC, in issuing policy, developing policy.

Mr. WRISS. Getting public comment on policy changes?
Mr. Km! Ea. Where feasible and where necessary. I think that

one thing you should know is that in the confirmation process, Mr.
Williams committed to consulting with civil rights groups and
other interested parties affected by what the Department does. I
have sat in on some of those meet But he has met with many
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civil rights groups and a number of other groups to try and discuss
their concerns and what they would like to see OCR do.

This is not conspiracy, it's not conspiratorial; people know about
it. People know that he's met with people from the Heritage Foun-
dation. They may not be aware that he's met with people from the
NAACP Legal Defense Fund repeatedly. But these meetings go on,
and OCR is far more open to the public groups affected by our ac-
tivities than has been true for a decade.

I hate to see the fact that we got into the Fiesta Bowl thing over-
shadow the greater openness at OCR these days, the greater will-
ingness to confront difficult issues. These are not simple issues, and
they're not issues where we don't have resistance from within the
Department as to what the law is. I believe this sincerely, and I
know that the Assistant Secretary does.

Mr. WEISS. Well, I thank you, Mr. Komer. The provisions of law
that we've been operating undercivil rights' thrust has been to
try to encourage voluntary affirmative action programs, and in
some cases, to mandate affirmative action programs. And I just
find it mightily strange that at a time when we're all concerned
about how much slippage there is in the minority communities as
far as levels of higher education are concerned, that a major thrust
of the Office for Civil Rights is to, in fact, make it more difficult for
voluntary affirmative action programs to occur.

And I must say, Mr. Williams, that your having annunciated
your concern that, in essence, there are people who are affected ad-
versely, of the nonminority groups, when, in fact, minority groups
are given a benefit, I think is probably in conflict with the position
of the Secretary. That's something that I think you all are going to
have to work out.

And finally, I should say that I think that your record as a civil
rights prosecutor is admirable, and I have nothing but the highest
regard for it. But it seems to me that having demonstrated excel-
lence in one area bf civil rights doesn't necessarily mean that.
philosophically, you are on the right side, and that you really are
moving in the right direction in the area that you're now engaged.

Again, I appreciate your participation and your's, Mr. Korner.
There may be other members who have questions, and they may
submit questions, in writing, to you. Whatever documents we've re-
ferred to will be entered into the record, without objection.

And the subcommittee now stands adjourned, subject to the call
of the Chair.

[Whereupon, at 5:20 p.m., the subcommittee adjourned, to recon-
vene subject to the call of the Chair.]
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mg. cHAIRNANI I WANT TO THANE YOU FOR HOLDING TRIO HEARING TODAY.

THERE ARE FEW ISSUES IN THIS COUNTRY AB IMPORTANT AS GUARANTEEING

QUALITY EDUCATIOEAL OPPORTUNITIES rost ALL AMERICANE. TEE NEARING

TEIS WANING, COMBINED WITH TEE ANNOCNCEMSET 'Tom TEE DEPARTMENT

ON EDUCATION, WILL GIVE US A GOOD OPPORTUNITY TO LOON INTO THIS

NATTER.

CIVIL RIGHTS IS AO COMPLICATED AN ISSUE AO 112 WILL TICE

DURING THIS CONGRESS. IT HAS DEEM PLACED AT THE TOP OF XANY

AGENDAS, ALBEIT FOR DIFFERING REASONS. BUT AN IMPORTANT PoINT

NEEDS TO SE MUM CLEAR...BoTE PRESIDENT BUSH AND CONGRESS ARE

COMMITTED TO EQUAL OPPORTUNITIE0 IN EMPLOYMENT, EDUCATION AND

ROUSING. DIFFERENCE0 ON NOE TO ACHIEVE THESE GOALS CAN NOT, AND

SHOULD NOT, OE CONSTRUED AS DISAGREEMENT OVER TEE GOALS

THEMSELVES.

THE DECISION By MR. wILLIANS IN TEE OFFICE or CIVIL RIGHTS,

AND THE SUBSEQUENT STATEMENTS TEO VEERS LATER, DID CREATE SOME

CONFUSION. I AN PLEASED THAT XR. wILLINma is HERE TO DISCUSS NIS

DECISION.

I AN ALSO PLEASED WITH EDUCATION SECRETARY ALEXANDER'S
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DECISION TO BECOME ACTIVE IN TRIO ISSUE TO INSURE TEAT THE wrsos

or ALL ANERICAME...REGARDLESS OF COLOR, MEE OR NATIONAL ORIGIN...

ARE MET AND TIME RIMS PROTECTED. HIS STRTEMENT THIS MORNING

DETAILING TEE PROCESS THE EDUCATION DEPARTMENT INTENDS TO FOLLOW

IN REVIEWING THIS ISSUE REIMERS TO PROVIDE A SOLID TOUNDATION

UPON =ICE TO BUILD A CONSENSUS ON TRU ISSUE. IT WILL PROVIDE A

MICE NEEDED OVERVIEW OF THE CURRENT PROORMES, ESCOERROM TEE

PARTICIPATION OF OUTSIDE GROUPS AND CONGRESS IN DECIDING HOW TO

IMPROVE OUR EFFORTS, AND PROVIDE PROTECTION TO B071 INSTITUTIONS

AND RECIPIENTS EEO ARE ALREADY DEMITITTINS PROW CURRENT PROGRAMS.

THE SECRETARY MAE A WELL-DESERVED REPUTATION AS BEING A

LEADER IN TEE Immo or EDUCATION, DOTI FROM EIS DATE AS GOVERNOR

or TENNESSEE AND MORE RECENTLY AS PRESIDE= OF THAT STATE'S

LARGEST UNIVERSITY SUM. MI BRINGS WITS WIN A FREON

PERSPECTIVE TO A DITPICULT JOE AND A DIFFICULT ISEUI.

I AM CONFIDER? MAT HIS FORTHRIGHT WINER WILL PRODUCE RESULTS

ALL OY OS CAN AGREE orow, ALTHOUGH MU WAS JUST SWORN IN ON

MONDAY, Elt RAS EXPRESSED A ROPE OF COMPLETIEG THIS PROJECT WITHIN

SIX MONTHS. WE SHOULD GIVE HIM TIME TO COMPLETE HIE TARE. I

KNOW CONGRESS AND TOIS OORMITTEE ARE WILLING TO COOPERATE IN

THESE EFFORTS, AND LODE FORWARD TO A REPORT ON HIS FINDINGS IN

THE MONTHS AHEAD.

ONCE AGAIN, ER. CHAIRMAN, THANE YOU FOR HOLDING THIS

HEARING, I LOOK FORWARD TO WEARING TEE TESTIMONY FROM EACH

PANEL, AND AM PARTICULARLY INTERESTED IN REARING THEIR COMMENTS

ON THE ADMINISTRATION'S FLAP RELEASED THIS HORNING.
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STATEMENT BY REPRESENTATIVE PATSY T. MINK
HUMAN RESOURCES AND

INTERGOVERNMENTAL RELATIONS SUBCOMMITTEE
COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENT OPERATIONS

HEARING ON RACE-SPECIFIC SCHOLARSHIPS POLICY
MARCH 21, 1992

Mr. Chairman I am pleased that you have called this hearing

on the important issue of the Department of Education's policy

on minority scholarships. I apologize for not being able to be

here yesterday, however, a markup in the Education and Lapor

Committee kept me away.

Mr. Chairman, this is a very important issue to me and the

people of my district. With many of the students in Hawaii

eligible for minority-based financial aid, any new standards or

regulation restricting the use of minority scholarships would

severely affect the students in my district.

However, thio is not an issue that concerns me only because

of the effect it would have on Hawaii. It is the fundamental

principle that a college education should be available to every

student in our country, no matter what their race, national

origin or gender. There is no doubt that race-specific

scholarships are important in helping minority students overcome

1 r t;
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many cultural and economic barriers to getting a college

education. Many times these scholarships are the only means

that allow minority students to attend college. It perplexes me

that the Department of Education would make such a drastic

change in policy that will effect thousands of students across

the nation, without consideration of the devastating

consequences it will have on those students.

I think we Lai agree that the way this sensitive issue was

handled by the Department has created irreparable damage, in the

civil rights community, on college campuses and in the minds of

students across our nation.

I look forward to hearing the testimony today and hope that

it will help our efforts to understand the reasoning behind this

sudden change in Department of Education policy and the process

used to make this change.
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OPENING STATEMENT
CONGRESSMAN DONALD M. PAYNE
TENTH DISTRICT, NEW JERSEY

RACE-BASED SCHOLARSHIPS

M. CHAIRMAN, I WANT TO COMMEND YOU FOR

CALLING THIS HEARING TODAY ON AN ISSUE OF

VITAL IMPORTANCE TO MINORITY STUDENTS AND

EDUCATIONAL INSTITUTIONS ACROSS AMERICA.

SINCE THE FIRST PRESS RELEASE QUESTIONING

THE CONSTITUTIONALITY OF MINORITY

SCHOLARSHIPS WAS ISSUED LAST DECEMBER,

UNIVERSITIES, COLLEGES, AND THOUSANDS OF

STUDENTS HAVE HESITATED UNDER THE CLOUDED

EDUCATIONAL POLICY.
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AT THIS HEARING. I HOPE TO DETERMINE THE

INTENT BEHIND THE DEPARTMENT OF

EDUCATION'S ACTIONS. BECAUSE I THINK WE

NEED TO BE VERY CAREFUL IN THE KINDS OF

MESSAGES WE SEND OUR MINORITY STUDENTS WHO

ARE CONSIDERING ATTENDING COLLEGE.

AT A TIME WHEN AFRICAN-AMERICANS ARE

RETURNING FROM THE PERSIAN GULF IN NUMBERS

FAR BEYOND THEIR PROPORTIONATE

REPRESENTATION IN SOCIETY, WE MUST ASK WHY

THEY ARE OVERREPRESENTED IN THE

BATTLEFIELD BUT UNDERREPRESENTED IN THE

CLASSROOM.
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As A MEMBER OF THE COMMITTEE ON EDUCATION

AND LABOR, I AM FAMILIAR WITH THE PROBLEMS

UNIVERSITIES AND COLLEGES HAVE ATTRACTING

AND RETAINING STUDENTS OF COLOR. THIS,

COMPOUNDED WITH A HISTORY OF

DISCRIMINATION, NECESSITATES A CLEAR AND

IMMEDIATE RESPONSE FROM THE DEPARTMENT OF

EDUCATION REGARDING RACE-BASED

SCHOLARSHIPS.

I AM TROUBLED BY THE STATISTICS WHICH

DEMONSTRATE THAT MINORITY EDUCATION IS IN

A STATE OF CRISIS.
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THE PROPORTION OF BACHELOR'S DEGREES

RECEIVED BY BLACKS FELL FROM 6.4% IN 1976

TO 5.7% IN 1989. THE NUMBERS OF BLACKS

RECEIVING MASTER'S DEGREES AND DOCTORATES

ALSO DECLINED SIGNIFICANTLY, ALTHOUGH THE

GENERAL BLACK POPULATION CONTINUED TO

INCREASE.

THEREFORE, MR. CHAIRMAN, I HOPE OUR

WITNESSES WILL BE ABLE TO CLARIFY THE

PROBLEM AT HAND AND SUGGEST SOLUTIONS TO

THIS NATIONAL CRISIS. I WELCOME OUR

WITNESSES AND LOOK FORWARD TO HEARING

THEIR TESTIMONY THIS MORNING.
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STATEMENT or TiOl !IGNORABLE ROSA L. DELAURO

SUBCOMMITTEE ON HUMAN RESCORCES AND

INTERGOVERNMENTAL RELATIONS

MARCH 20, 1991

Mr. Chairman, I commend you for holding this hearing on

the Department of Edacation's policy regarding minority

scholarships.

Since the Department of Education announced their new

policy regarding rece-specifio cholarship*, there has been

much criticism by educators, students, professors, Members of

Congress -- the list goes on and On.

Many of the complaints are concerned that this change

will reverse more than twenty years of government policy to

enhance minority nrollment in higher education.

I am disturbed that this policy, whether used now cr four

years down th road, will discourage minority studente from

even thinking about a college education.

Several colleges and universities in my state of

Connecticut have expressed similar concerns about the

Department of Education's changes to existing policy. They

112
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feel that minority students may get the wrong idea about what

kind of financial aid is available to them. in their

confusion, they may avoid a higher ducation.

This concerns me greatly in light of the fact that the

State of Connecticut's Board of Governors for Higher Education

just announced that minority student enrollment rose 9 percent

to a record 19,572 from the fall of 1969 to fall 1990.

What message is being sent to these students? I only

hope that the Department of Education will rethink this issue

to ensure that our country's education policy moves ahead and

no:: two steps behind.
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